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ABSTRACT 
For	over	decades	marketing	literature	focuses	on	customer	satisfaction	and	its	influence	on	
customer	loyalty	and	their	effects	on	organizational	profitability.	Customers	satisfaction	still	
remains	relevant	in	management	strategy.	A	significant	driver	of	customer	satisfaction	is	the	
service	that	the	customer	receives.	Nowadays,	in	order	to	compete	through	service,	priority	is	
given	to	the	interaction	between	organizations	and	their	customers.	Organizations	are	trying	
to	increasingly	involve	their	customers	in	the	service	process,	so	called:	co-production.		
	
Due	to	the	rise	of	the	Internet,	organizations	are	facing	challenges	in	serving	their	customers	
well,	regardless	of	the	chosen	channel	for	using	their	services:	online	and	offline	(Van	Bruggen	
et	al.,	2010;	Shankar	et	al.,	2011).	To	gain	a	better	understanding	of	the	relationship	between	
organizations	and	their	customers,	including	customer	loyalty,	co-production,	trust	and	
customer	satisfaction,	this	research	focuses	on	all	influences.	The	results	give	a	better	
understanding	of	the	(unused)	customer	satisfaction	potential	and	trust	per	online	and	offline	
channel	and	their	influences	on	co-production	and	customer	loyalty.	Hereby	managers	are	
able	to	optimize	their	customer	loyalty	by	making	conscious	choices	in	allocating	their	
marketing	efforts	between	customer	satisfaction	initiatives	and	loyalty	programs	(Shankar	et	
al.,	2010).	
	
This	research	is	conducted	in	the	social	housing	industry.	The	social	housing	industry	is	chosen	
to	be	representative	to	the	services	industry.	In	order	to	measure	customer	satisfaction,	the	5C	
model	of	Hammerschmidt	et	al.	(2015)	is	used.	This	model	states	that	choice,	charge,	
convenience,	confidence	and	care	are	alignable	satisfaction	channel	facets.	The	5C	model	
measures	actual	differences	in	customer	satisfaction	between	online	and	offline	channels	
which	has	already	been	validated	in	the	retail	industry.	This	research	aims	to	test	the	
generalizability	of	the	5C	model	to	the	services	industry.	To	enrich	the	initial	5C	model	the	
influence	of	customer	satisfaction	on	trust	is	measured.	As	an	extension	the	influence	of	
customer	satisfaction	and	trust	on	both	co-production	and	customer	loyalty	is	measured	as	
well.	The	results	of	the	multi-group	analysis	gives	insights	in	differences	through	online	and	
offline	users	of	social	housing	services.	
	
Data	is	gathered	through	a	quantitative	research	approach	using	a	questionnaire	which	is	sent	
to	2.021	tenants	from	eight	different	housing	associations.	In	total	372	questionnaires	were	
completed.	While	executing	a	pre-data	analysis	26	questionnaires	were	incomplete.	Therefore	
these	26	records	were	removed	from	the	dataset	and	we	continued	the	measurement	with	
346	records.	The	multi-group	analysis	is	executed	by	using	PLS-SEM.	
	
The	conceptual	model	that	has	been	tested	shows	that	four	out	of	the	seven	hypotheses	are	
supported.	In	short	we	can	conclude	that	the	5C	model	of	Hammerschmidt	et	al.	(2015)	with	
the	exception	of	care	does	show	positive	relations	between	choice,	charge,	convenience,	
confidence	and	customer	satisfaction.		
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The	results	show	a	positive	relation	between	customer	satisfaction	and	trust.	There	is	also	a	
positive	relation	found	between	trust	and	co-production	and	between	trust	and	customer	
loyalty.	Co-production	seems	to	positively	influence	customer	loyalty	as	well.	However,	there	
is	no	positive	relation	found	between	customer	satisfaction	and	co-production	and	between	
customer	satisfaction	and	customer	loyalty.		
	
The	multi-group	analysis	is	executed	by	using	PLS-SEM	and	gives	insights	in	significant	
differences	for	online	and	offline	channels	users.	First,	the	multi-group	analysis	indicates	that	
there	is	no	significant	relation	between	charge	and	customer	satisfaction	for	the	online	group.	
Second,	the	multi-group	analysis	indicates	that	there	is	no	relation	found	between	choice	and	
customer	satisfaction	for	the	online	group.	Third	and	finally,	the	multi-group	analysis	indicates	
that	there	is	no	relation	between	trust	and	co-production	for	the	online	group.		
	
This	research	makes	great	contributions	to	the	literature.	First,	by	applying	the	5C	model	to	the	
social	housing	industry	we	investigate	its	generalizability	to	other	contexts.	Second,	to	attempt	
to	enrich	the	initial	model	the	influence	of	customer	satisfaction	on	trust	will	be	measured	as	
well.	Third,	the	influence	of	customer	satisfaction	and	trust	on	both	co-production	and	
customer	loyalty	is	integrated.	All	results	are	shown	in	figure	1	below.	The	results	of	the	multi-
group	analysis	can	be	of	practical	use	for	managing	satisfaction	levels	between	its	channels	in	a	
service	context.	These	results	give	insight	into	the	(unused)	satisfaction	potential	across	online	
and	offline	channels.	This	enables	managers	to	make	conscious	choices	about	investing	(more)	
time	and	money	in	a	specific	channel	and	facet.	Therefore,	the	results	are	essential	for	
managers	to	be	able	to	create	a	good	multichannel	management	strategy.	
	
	
 
Figure 1. Conceptual model tested including path coefficients (inner model) and P values for the path coefficients. 
Keywords:	customer	loyalty,	co-production,	trust,	customer	satisfaction,	multichannel	
management,	services	industry,	social	housing	industry. 	
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1. INTRODUCTION 
1.1. Background 
Managers	have	a	great	responsibility	for	leading	a	company,	deliver	its	goods	and/or	services	
and	successfully	meet	long-term	objectives.	Thereby,	managers	are	continuously	working	on	
the	strategic	process	in	the	organization	and	are	concerned	with	relating	a	firm	to	its	
environment	(De	Wit	&	Meyer,	2010).	One	major	theme	in	management	strategy	is	customer	
satisfaction.	Satisfying	customers	is	seen	as	a	basic	objective	to	improve	profitability	and	
expanding	the	business	by	pursuing	strategies	such	as	gaining	market	share,	earning	customer	
loyalty,	improving	a	product's	reputation,	selling	more	to	current	markets,	increasing	margins,	
and	other	strategies	(Barsky	&	Labagh,	1992).	Thus,	the	relationship	between	organizations	
and	their	customers	are	of	value	for	its	success.	
	
In	order	to	gain	longer	and	more	profitable	relationships,	organizations	undertake	varied	and	
creative	approaches	to	draw	customers	closer	to	their	organizations.	Studies	show	that	
competitive	advantage	can	be	enhanced	through	service	delivered	towards	customers	
(Karmarkar,	2004;	Vargo,	Lusch	&	O’brien,	2007).	In	order	to	compete	through	service,	
researchers	argue	that	the	focus	must	lay	on	the	entire	organization	and	the	market	from	a	
service-dominant	(S-D)	logic	perspective	(Vargo	&	Lusch,	2004).	This	perspective	gives	priority	
to	the	interaction	between	organizations	and	their	customers.	The	focus	lays	on	engaging	
customers	in	the	co-creation	of	value	through	reciprocal	service	provision	(Grissemann	&	
Stokburger-Sauer,	2012;	Vargo,	Lusch	&	O’brien,	2007).	According	to	Prahalad	and	
Ramaswamy	(2004b)	the	interaction	between	the	firm	and	the	consumer	is	becoming	the	
locus	of	value	creation	and	value	extraction.	Recent	literature	thereby	focuses	on	
organizations	involving	customers	in	their	service	production	and	delivery,	so-called:	co-
creation	and	co-production	(Needham,	2008).	Co-production	is	seen	as	an	approach	that	
makes	services	more	efficient	and	effective	over	traditional	bureau	professional	models	of	
service	provision	(Needham,	2008).	According	to	Yi	and	Gong	(2013)	customers	are	always	a	
co-creater	of	value	because	they	are	active	participants	and	collaborative	partners	in	relational	
exchanges.	Customers	co-create	value	with	the	firm	through	involvement	in	the	entire	service-
value	chain.	This	indicates	that	co-production	between	the	organization	and	its	customers	is	
seen	as	a	way	to	achieve	competitive	advantage	(Prahalad	&	Ramaswamy,	2004b).		
	
Expectations	serve	as	standards	for	comparing	experiences,	which	results	in	evaluations	of	
satisfaction	and/or	quality	(Voss	&	Weiss,	2003).	To	create	a	service	or	deliver	quality,	in	line	
with	the	expectations	of	the	customer,	organizations	are	facing	a	major	challenge.	Especially,	
because	in	recent	years	the	marketing	area	is	driven	by	significant	changes	in	shopper	
behaviour	(Shankar,	Venkatesh,	Inman,	Mantrala	&	Kelley,	2011).	Four	environmental	factors	–	
technology,	economy,	regulation	and	globalization	–	are	seen	as	forces	that	shape	shopper	
marketing	and	lead	to	different	kinds	of	innovation.	A	big	significant	driver	is	technology	and	
the	advent	of	internet	shopping.	Due	to	the	rapid	penetration	of	the	internet	and	the	access	of	
information,	shoppers	experience	more	control	and	firms	are	facing	changing	customer	needs	
for	channel	service	outputs	which	affects	the	routes	to	markets	in	many	industries	(van	
 
 
L. van de Scheur  |  Customer satisfaction, trust and its influence on co-production and customer loyalty 
Version 1.0 
July, 27th 2017 
6 
Bruggen	et	al.	2010;	Shankar	et	al.	2011).	The	rise	of	the	internet	makes	it	easier	for	
consumers	to	compare	alternatives	than	offline	customers,	especially	for	functional	products	
and	services	(Shankar	et	al.,	2003).	Hereby,	organizations	are	facing	challenges	in	serving	their	
customers	well,	regardless	of	the	chosen	channel	for	using	their	services.	Especially	because	
previous	studies	suggest	that	customer	satisfaction	for	services	may	be	different	online	
compared	to	offline	(Horppu	et	al.,	2008;	Shankar	et	al.,	2003).	Van	Bruggen	et	al.	(2010)	
emphasizes	the	importance	of	‘‘channel	multiplicity’’	which	stresses	the	difficulty	for	
multichannel	management	by	the	increasing	phenomena	of	customers	seeking	information	
and	demanding	products	and	services	from	an	ever-increasing	range	of	sources.	Van	Bruggen	
et	al.	(2010)	calls	for	the	need	of	a	multichannel	management	strategy	as	a	consequence	of	
channel	multiplicity.	In	addition,	Shankar	et	al.	(2003)	states	that	firms	need	to	gain	a	better	
understanding	of	the	relationship	between	customer	satisfaction	and	loyalty	in	the	online	and	
offline	environment	to	allocate	their	marketing	efforts	between	satisfaction	initiatives	and	
loyalty	programs.	
1.2. Prior literature and gaps 
Research	has	shown	that	both	co-production	and	customer	satisfaction	have	a	positive	
influence	on	attitudinal	loyalty	(Auh	et	al.,	2007;	Bodet,	2008).	In	addition,	several	studies	have	
reported	a	positive	relationship	between	repurchase	intention	(attitudinal	loyalty)	and	actual	
repurchase	behaviour.	These	studies	found	that	a	higher	level	of	customer	satisfaction	leads	to	
greater	customer	loyalty,	which	in	turn	helps	to	influence	future	revenues	in	a	positive	way	
(Morwitz	&	Schmittlein,	1992;	Anderson	et	al.,	1994;	Morwitz	et	al.,	1996;	Tsiotsou,	2005).	
However,	results	of	Auh	et	al.	(2007)	show	no	significant	relationship	between	co-production	
and	behavioral	loyalty	(repurchase	behaviour).	Either	way,	due	to	its	influence	on	customer	
loyalty,	gaining	customer	satisfaction	and	co-production	can	both	be	seen	as	important	
objectives	in	the	strategic	process.	
	
The	potential	of	co-production	and	co-creation	still	is	underexplored	(Grissemann	&	
Stokburger-Sauer,	2012;	Hoyer	et	al.,	2010)	and	thus	Grissemann	and	Stokburger-Sauer	(2012)	
call	the	need	for	more	research	on	individual	variables	that	might	be	drivers	of	customer	co-
creation	activities.	That	is	why	this	research	focuses	on	the	effects	of	customer	satisfaction	and	
its	influence	on	both	co-production	and	customer	loyalty.	Furthermore,	trust	will	be	measured	
as	a	result	of	customer	satisfaction	and	its	influence	on	both	co-production	and	customer	
loyalty.	According	to	Yamagishi	and	Cook	(1993,	in:	Fledderus	&	Honingh,	2016)	trust	plays	an	
important	role	in	co-production	as	it	is	recognized	as	one	of	the	conditions	for	collaboration.	
Therefore,	this	study	aims	to	test	and	measure	if	trust	influences	co-production	and	customer	
loyalty.		
	
In	addition,	due	to	the	rise	of	multiple	purchasing	channels	and	multichannel	management	and	
its	complexity,	an	interesting	theme	for	further	research	remains	customer	satisfaction	
through	multiple	channels	(online	and	offline).	Consequently,	this	research	adopts	the	5C	
model	developed	by	Hammerschmidt	et	al.	(2015)	to	measure	customer	satisfaction	for	online	
and	offline	users	of	services.	According	to	this	model	choice,	charge,	convenience,	confidence	
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and	care	are	alignable	satisfaction	channel	facets.	The	characteristics	of	those	alignable	facets	
(Hammerschmidt	et	al.,	2015,	p.9)	is	that	they	are:	‘‘equivalent	and	consistent	in	meaning	
across	channels	and	thus	representing	the	most	salient	criteria	for	channel	evaluations’’.	The	
5C	model	measures	actual	differences	in	customer	satisfaction	between	online	and	offline	
channels.	Furthermore	it	gives	insight	into	the	(unused)	satisfaction	potential	across	channels.	
These	results	can	be	of	importance	for	managers	in	creating	a	multichannel	management	
strategy.	Herewith	managers	are	able	to	make	conscious	choices	about	investing	(more)	time	
and	money	in	a	specific	channel	and	facet.	The	5C	model	is	developed	and	empirically	
validated	in	the	retail	industry.	An	interesting	opportunity	for	further	research	is	to	investigate	
if	and	how	the	findings	of	the	research	are	generalizable	to	other	industries.		
	
Therefore	this	research	aims	to	test	the	generalizability	of	the	5C	model	in	another	industry,	
namely	the	services	industry.	This	research	attempts	to	enrich	the	initial	5C	model	by	
measuring	the	influence	of	customer	satisfaction	on	trust	and	the	influences	of	customer	
satisfaction	on	trust	towards	co-production	and	customer	loyalty	as	well.		
	
The	social	housing	industry	is	chosen	to	be	representative	to	the	services	industry	because	of	
several	reasons.	First	of	all,	trust	may	play	an	important	role	in	this	type	of	industry.	Fledderus	
and	Honingh	(2016)	state	that	trust	may	negatively	affect	co-production	due	it	provides	a	key	
service	in	a	possible	low	trust	environment	(Needham,	2008).	In	addition,	it	is	argued	that	
people	with	low	levels	of	trust	in	the	service	provider	will	probably	be	less	convinced	by	the	
benefits	of	co-production	(Fledderus	&	Honingh,	2016).	Furthermore,	Garbarino	and	Johnson	
(1999)	argue	that	future	intensions	of	low	relational	customers	are	driven	by	satisfaction	
whereas	future	intentions	of	high	relational	customers	are	driven	by	trust	and	commitment.	At	
last	Hart	and	Johnson	(1999)	state	that	trust	may	have	more	influence	on	customer	loyalty	
than	customer	satisfaction.	We	expect	the	social	housing	industry	to	give	interesting	results	
and	insights	because	it	fulfills	a	key	service	that	can	be	seen	as	a	primary	need,	which	may	
affect	the	influence	of	trust	on	both	co-production	and	customer	loyalty.	
1.3. Problem statement and research questions 
Today,	in	order	to	enhance	competitive	advantage	through	service,	co-production	is	seen	as	an	
approach	that	makes	organizations	more	customer-oriented	and	services	more	efficient	and	
effective.	Based	on	the	described	literature	and	gaps	above	this	research	aims	to	test	whether	
co-production	and	customer	loyalty	is	determined	by	customer	satisfaction	and	trust	and	
measures	its	differences	between	online	and	offline	users	of	social	housing	services.		
	
To	get	better	insights	in	co-production	and	customer	loyalty	as	results	of	customer	satisfaction	
and	trust	and	its	differences	between	online	and	offline	users	social	housing	services,	the	three	
research	questions	are:	
	
§ Is	the	5C	model	developed	and	validated	by	Hammerschmidt	et	al.	(2015)	applicable	and	
generalizable	towards	the	social	housing	industry?	
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§ What	is	the	impact	of	customer	satisfaction	and	trust	on	both	co-production	and	customer	
loyalty?	
§ What	are	the	differences	in	measuring	customer	satisfaction	and	trust	on	both	co-
production	and	customer	loyalty	through	online	and	offline	users	of	social	housing	
services?	
1.4. Objective and approach 
The	objective	of	this	research	is	twofold.	On	the	one	hand,	it	investigates	if	and	how	the	
findings	provided	by	Hammerschmidt	et	al.	(2015)	are	generalizable	to	other	industries,	
specifically	in	the	service	industry,	represented	by	the	social	housing	industry.	On	the	other	
hand,	this	initial	research	is	extended	by	measuring	the	influence	of	customer	satisfaction	and	
trust	on	both	co-production	and	customer	loyalty	as	well.	We	use	a	moderation	for	online	and	
offline	channel	users	of	social	housing	services.	
1.5. Contribution 
In	undertaking	this	research,	it	makes	four	major	contributions	to	the	literature.	First,	by	
applying	the	5C	model	to	the	social	housing	industry	we	investigate	its	generalizability	to	other	
contexts.	Therefore	the	survey	will	be	moderated	towards	a	service	context.	Second,	to	
attempt	to	enrich	the	initial	model	the	influence	of	customer	satisfaction	on	trust	will	be	
measured	as	well.	Third,	the	influence	of	customer	satisfaction	and	trust	on	both	co-
production	and	customer	loyalty	is	integrated.	Fourth,	the	results	of	the	moderation	between	
online	and	offline	channel	users	can	be	of	practical	use	for	managing	satisfaction	levels	
between	its	channels	in	a	service	context.		
1.6. Thesis outline 
The	research	starts	with	an	overview	of	the	existing	literature	in	chapter	2.	The	relationship	
between	customer	satisfaction,	trust	and	its	influence	on	both	co-production	and	customer	
loyalty	are	described.	Hypotheses	are	formulated	and	all	hypotheses	are	integrated	in	a	new	
conceptual	model.	In	chapter	3	the	research	then	continues	with	an	explanation	of	the	
methodology	and	research	design.	The	survey	focuses	on	the	service	industry	and	is	executed	
in	the	social	housing	industry	as	representative	to	the	service	industry.	Results	of	the	study	are	
described	in	chapter	4	by	means	of	careful	analysis.	The	research	concludes	with	an	overview	
of	the	conclusions,	discussions,	practical	recommendations	and	recommendations	for	further	
research	in	chapter	5.	
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2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
In	this	chapter,	an	overview	of	the	existing	literature	is	given	in	order	to	explain	the	context	
and	relevance	of	the	research	question.	This	is	done	by	first	giving	attention	to	customer	
loyalty	as	strategic	theme	in	management	strategy.	Second,	the	strategic	choices	that	
companies	experience	today	with	a	focus	on	competing	through	service	is	discussed.	Third,	co-
creation	and	co-production	in	order	to	gain	competitive	advantage,	is	described	with	a	focus	
on	the	service	industry.	Fourth,	attention	is	given	to	customer	satisfaction	as	a	strategic	
approach.	Fifth,	the	importance	of	trust	in	the	service	context	is	discussed.	Finally,	the	
complexity	of	multi-channel	management	in	relation	to	customer	satisfaction	and	trust	and	its	
influence	on	co-production	and	customer	loyalty	is	discussed.	The	literature	review	includes	
proposing	hypotheses	in	order	to	answer	the	research	question	‘what	the	impact	of	customer	
satisfaction	and	trust	is	on	both	co-production	and	customer	loyalty	and	its	differences	
between	online	and	offline	channel	users	of	services	in	the	housing	industry’.	The	literature	
review	is	completed	by	the	conceptual	model	and	hypotheses.	This	will	be	the	basis	for	further	
research.	
2.1. Literature review 
Customer loyalty 
Loyal	customers	are	important	to	organizations	because	it	is	found	by	multiple	studies	that	
customer	loyalty	helps	to	influence	future	revenues	in	a	positive	way	(Morwitz	&	Schmittlein,	
1992;	Anderson	et	al.,	1994;	Morwitz	et	al.,	1996;	Tsiotsou,	2005).	In	literature	customer	
loyalty	can	be	distinguished	in	attitudinal	loyalty	and	behavioral	loyalty.	Attitudinal	loyalty	
focuses	on	repurchase	intentions	and	behavioral	loyalty	focuses	on	actual	repurchase	
behaviour.	Several	studies	have	reported	a	positive	correlation	between	repurchase	intentions	
and	repurchase	behaviour.	It	has	been	studied	and	found	that	a	higher	level	of	customer	
satisfaction	lead	to	greater	customer	loyalty	which	means	more	customers	will/are	willing	to	
repurchase	in	the	future	(Morwitz	&	Schmittlein,	1992;	Anderson	et	al.,	1994;	Morwitz	et	al.,	
1996;	Tsiotsou,	2005).	Thus,	customer	satisfaction	is	a	great	antecedent	to	customer	loyalty	
(Bodet,	2008)	and	attitudinal	and	behavioral	loyalty	in	turn	influence	future	revenues	in	a	
positive	way	and	improves	the	profitability	of	its	business	(Anderson	et	al.,	1994).	Thereby,	
gaining	customer	satisfaction	could	be	an	outstanding	strategy	in	order	to	meet	goals	and	
objectives	of	any	organization.	In	addition	to	customer	satisfaction,	co-production	and	trust	
are	seen	as	antecedents	towards	customer	loyalty	as	well	(Auh	et	al.,	2007;	Bodet	et	al.,	2008;	
Fullerton,	2011).	Therefore	this	study	focuses	on	the	effects	of	these	three	variables	on	
customer	loyalty.	This	study	is	executed	in	the	services	industry,	and	specifically	the	social	
housing	industry.	In	order	to	understand	the	services	industry	and	the	trends	of	competing	
through	services	first,	these	developments	are	described.		
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Competing through service 
In	order	to	gain	longer	and	more	profitable	relationships,	organizations	undertake	varied	and	
creative	approaches	to	draw	customers	closer	to	their	organizations.	According	to	recent	
literature	the	key	to	create	competitive	advantage	is	providing	more	value	to	customers	than	
competitors	(Treacy	&	Wiersema,	1992;	Karmarkar,	2004;	Lengnick-Hall,	1996;	Lusch,	Vargo	&	
O’brien,	2007).	Last	century,	the	services	sector	primarily	changed	by	the	driving	force	of	
technology.	In	the	early	20th	century	manufacturing	from	the	local	shed	moved	to	mass	
production	facilities	and	by	the	21th	century	manufacturing	facilities	were	changed	by	offshore	
outsourcing	and	global	competition.	Nowadays,	Karmarkar	(2004)	state	that	information	can	
be	standardized,	built	to	order,	assembled	from	components,	picked,	packed,	stored	and	
shipped	all	using	processes	resembling	manufacturing’s	which	is	called	the	‘industrialization	of	
services’.	In	addition,	Lusch,	Vargo	and	O’brien	(2007)	emphasize	the	evolution	of	a	‘to	market’	
marketing	philosophy	in	the	early	20th	century	towards	a	‘market	with’	philosophy	in	the	21th	
century.	The	change	in	marketing	philosophy	is	characterized	from	business	activities	that	
direct	the	flow	of	goods	and	services	from	producer	to	consumer	in	the	20th	century,	to	a	
‘market	to’	orientation	where	customers	and	markets	needs	were	researched	and	analyzed	in	
order	to	produce	products	to	meet	customer	or	marketplace	needs	in	the	mid	20th	century.	
Nowadays,	the	‘market	with’	philosophy	in	the	21th	century	views	the	customer	as	a	
collaborative	partner	who	co-creates	value	with	the	firm	(Vargo	&	Lusch,	2004).	Due	to	today’s	
technology,	the	entire	service	
process	can	be	reconfigured	
which	brings	customers	greater	
convenience	and	lower	costs	and	
brings	companies	benefits	of	
economies	of	scale,	easy	
maintenance	and	volume	
purchases	(Karmarkar,	2004).	
	
	
	
As	an	answer	to	the	question	on	how	service	organizations	can	remain	relevant	and	
competitive	in	a	transformed	industry	the	influence	and	participation	of	customers	is	seen	as	
very	valuable	(Karmarkar,	2004;	Lengnick-Hall,	1996;	Lusch,	Vargo	&	O’brien,	2007;	Needham,	
2008;	Prahalad	&	Ramaswamy,	2004a;	Yi	&	Gong,	2013).	Specifically,	for	the	service	industry	it	
is	stated	that	companies	that	best	understand	and	anticipate	on	customer	needs,	deliver	
consistently	high-quality	service,	and	connect	to	the	customer	via	the	channel	of	choice	wins	
(Karmarkar,	2004).	In	addition	Treacy	and	Wiersema	(1992)	describes	three	paths	to	market	
leadership	in	where	companies	must	meet	all	the	different	customer	expectations	such	as	
convenience	of	purchase,	after-sales	services	and	dependability.	In	doing	so,	strategic	
approaches	must	be	narrowed	on	delivering	superior	customer	value	in	line	with	one	of	three	
value	disciplines:	operational	excellence,	customer	intimacy	or	product	leadership.	In	order	to	
gain	market	leadership	Treacy	and	Wiersema	(1992)	state	that	it	is	all	about	how	customers	
Figure 2. The evolution of marketing (Lusch, Vargo & O'brien, 2007, p.7) 
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define	value	in	markets.	Many	companies	falter	simply	because	they	lose	sight	of	their	value	
discipline.	
	
It	is	argued	that	effective	competing	through	service	has	to	do	with	the	entire	organization	
viewing	and	approaching	both	itself	and	the	market	with	a	service-dominant	(S-D)	logic	(Lusch,	
Vargo	&	O’brien,	2007).	Yi	and	Gong	(2013)	understate	that	customers	are	always	a	co-creater	
of	value	because	they	are	active	participants	and	collaborative	partners	in	relational	exchange.	
Thereby,	customers	co-create	value	with	the	firm	through	involvement	in	the	entire	service-
value	chain	and	co-production	between	the	firm	and	its	customers	are	seen	as	a	way	to	
achieve	competitive	advantage	(Prahalad	&	Ramaswamy,	2004b).	The	S-D	logic	perspectives	
recognizes	the	firm	and	its	exchange	partners	who	are	engaged	in	the	co-creation	of	value	
through	reciprocal	service	provision.	It	is	about	understanding	internalizing,	and	acting	on	this	
logic	better	rather	than	the	competition.	And	thus,	it	is	argued	that	in	order	to	compete	
through	service,	management	should	understand	that	value-creation	for	both	the	customer	
and	the	firm	requires	collaborating	with	customers	(Vargo,	Lusch	&	O’brien,	2007).	
	
Prahalad	and	Ramaswamy	(2004a)	add	to	this	by	naming	the	possible	drivers	to	become	a	
customer-oriented	organization	by	emphasizing	the	changing	roles	of	consumers	shifted	from:	
isolated	to	connected,	unaware	to	informed	and	passive	to	active.	Co-production	and	
participation	are	seen	as	new	ways	to	improve	competitive	advantage	and	gaining	market	
leadership.	Co-production	and	participation	is	also	expected	by	customers.	Prahalad	and	
Ramaswamy	(2004b)	state	that	consumers	now	seek	to	exercise	their	influence	in	every	part	of	
the	business	system.	
Co-production and participation 
As	discussed	above	co-production	and	participation	are	seen	as	new	ways	to	improve	service	
provision	and	achieve	competitive	advantage.	Co-production	is	called	co-creation	as	well	
(Needham,	2008)	and	is	defined	as	the	connection	between	organizations	and	customers	and	
how	companies	deal	with	their	customers	through	customer	participation	in	the	joint	creation	
of	service	value	(Vargo	&	Lusch,	2004).	It	is	about	engaging	customers	as	active	participants	in	
the	organizations	work	(Lengnick-Hall	et	al.,	2000,	p.364).	For	convenience,	further	in	this	
study	only	the	term	co-production	is	used	which,	as	mentioned	above,	can	be	replaced	by	co-
creation	as	well.			
	
Particular	benefits	of	co-production	are	that	it	can	be	a	therapeutic	tool	by	building	trust	and	
stimulate	communication	between	participants	and	a	diagnostic	tool	as	well	by	identifying	
main	causes	of	problem	and	revealing	customer’s	needs	(Needham,	2008).	Thereby,	co-
production	may	be	of	great	strategic	use	in	satisfying	customers.		
	
Recent	literature	focused	on	involving	customers	in	the	production	or	service	process	and	its	
advantages	on	strategic	approaches	and	performance.	By	successfully	implementing	co-
production	activities	organizations	can	reach	two	significant	sources	of	competitive	advantage	
related	to	more	efficient	and	effective	services	(Grissemann	&	Stokburger-Sauer,	2012;	
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Needham,	2008).	First,	they	can	realize	productivity	gains	through	efficiency	such	as	speed	to	
the	market,	lower	costs	and	reduced	risk.	Second,	they	can	reach	gains	in	the	effectiveness	of	
the	co-created	offerings	such	as	increased	willingness	to	pay,	increased	revenues	and	profits	or	
innovativeness	(Grissemann	&	Stokburger-Sauer,	2012,	p.1483).	Co-production	enables	the	
firm	to	customize	its	offerings	to	customers’	needs	(Auh	et	al.,	2007).	Co-production	is	seen	as	
an	important	research	area	because	consumers	are	able	and	willing	to	provide	ideas	for	new	
goods	or	services	that	may	fulfill	needs	that	have	not	yet	been	met	by	the	market	or	might	
improve	on	existing	offerings	(Hoyer	et	al.,	2010).	It	has	been	clearly	recognized	that	the	
expansion	of	current	service	offerings	and	entirely	new	services	depend	on	a	deep	
understanding	of	consumer	needs	(Von	Hippel,	2005;	in:	Eisingerich,	2012). In	order	to	do	so	it	
is	necessary	to	reach	customers	who	are	willing	to	co-produce	and	participate. 
According	to	Bateson	(1985,	in:	Auh	et	al.,	2007,	p.360)	customers	may	find	co-production	
attractive	because	they	enjoy	increased	perceived	control	over	the	service	delivery	process.	
Customer	participation	is	described	as	cooperative	customer	behaviour.	The	willingness	to	
cooperate	and	customer	voluntary	performance	is	defined	as	helpful,	discretionary	customer	
behaviors	that	support	the	ability	of	the	firm	to	deliver	service	quality	(Bettencourt,	1997).	
According	to	Bettencourt	(1997)	customers	may	contribute	to	service	quality	through	the	
following	three	roles:	as	promotors	of	the	firm,	co-producers	of	the	firm’s	service	and	
consultants	to	the	organization.	According	to	Lengnick-Hall	(1996)	co-production	is	defined	as	
constructive	customer	participation.	The	extent	to	which	customers	are	engaged	as	active	
participants	in	the	organizations	work,	the	more	influence	they	have	on	quality	resulting	from	
work	activities.	
	
Previous	research	has	shown	that	both	customer	satisfaction	and	co-production	positively	
influences	attitudinal	loyalty	(Auh	et	al.,	2007;	Bodet	et	al.,	2008).	Based	on	the	findings	from	
the	literature,	co-production	is	expected	to	increase	customer	loyalty.	Thus:	
	
Hypothesis	1:	Co-production	has	a	positive	influence	on	customer	loyalty	
Trust 
In	marketing	literature	trust	is	recognized	as	a	relational	construct	which	influences	the	
development	of	effective	consumer	organizational	relationships	(Fullerton,	2011).	In	addition	it	
is	found	that	trust	plays	an	important	role	in	co-production	as	it	is	recognized	as	one	of	the	
conditions	for	collaboration	(Yamagishi	&	Cook,	1993,	in:	Fledderus	&	Honingh,	2016).	
Therefore	trust	is	an	interesting	theme	for	further	research.	Specifically	because	this	research	
is	conducted	in	a	service	context:	the	social	housing	industry.	Trust	may	play	an	important	role	
in	this	type	of	industry	because	it	delivers	a	key	service	towards	customers.	A	casestudy	
(Needham,	2008)	involved	social	housing	residents	and	their	providers	to	discuss	service	
delivery.	As	a	result	it	highlights	the	barriers	to	effective	frontline	co-production	in	situations	
where	access	to	a	key	service	such	as	housing	is	restricted	and	officers	act	as	gatekeepers	
defending	council	policy	in	a	low	trust	environment.	In	addition	it	is	argued	that	people	with	
low	levels	of	trust	in	(local)	government	and/or	the	service	provider	will	probably	be	less	
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convinced	by	the	benefits	of	co-production	activation	programs	than	individuals	who	have	high	
levels	of	trust	(Fledderus	&	Honingh,	2016).  
 
Trust	is	recognized	as	a	determinant	to	co-production	and	customer	loyalty	as	well.	According	
to	Fledderus	and	Honingh	(2016)	trust	may	negatively	affect	co-production	due	to	the	fact	that	
it	provides	a	key	service	in	a	possible	low	trust	environment.	In	addition,	it	is	found	that	trust	
plays	an	important	role	in	co-production	(Yamagishi	&	Cook,	1993,	in:	Fledderus	&	Honingh,	
2016).	Therefore	it	is	interesting	to	measure	trust	and	its	influence	on	co-production.	
According	to	Garbarino	and	Johnson	(1999)	future	intensions	of	low	relational	customers	are	
driven	by	satisfaction	whereas	future	intensions	of	high	relational	customers	are	driven	by	
trust	and	commitment.	It	is	also	argued	by	Hart	and	Johnson	(1999)	that	trust	may	have	more	
influence	on	customer	loyalty	than	customer	satisfaction.	Based	on	the	findings	from	
literature,	trust	is	expected	to	increase	co-production	and	customer	loyalty.	Therefore	we	
hypothesize	that:	
	
Hypothesis	2a:	Trust	has	a	positive	influence	on	co-production	
	
Hypothesis	2b:	Trust	has	a	positive	influence	on	customer	loyalty	
Customer satisfaction  
Satisfying	customers	is	seen	as	a	basic	objective	to	improve	profitability	(Anderson	et	al.,	1994;	
Barsky	&	Labagh,	1992).	Customer	satisfaction	is	mainly	described	as	customer	experience	in	
exchange.	Exchange	is	seen	as	the	most	basic	element	of	the	marketing	function	(Oliver	&	
Swan,	1989)	which	influences	the	scale	of	satisfactory	exchange.	According	to	Oliver	(1980)	
satisfactory	exchange	is	based	upon	the	initial	standard	and	the	perceived	discrepancy	from	
the	initial	reference	point.	Consumers	summarize	and	compare	their	judgments	about	
experiences	which	influences	their	expectations	and	feelings	of	satisfaction.	Expectations	serve	
as	standards	for	comparing	experiences	which	results	in	evaluations	of	satisfaction	and/or	
quality	(Voss	&	Weiss,	2003).	So	the	delivered	service	and/or	quality,	in	the	eyes	of	the	
customer,	plays	an	important	role	in	customer	satisfaction	which	in	turn	may	influence	the	
pursue	of	customer	satisfaction	strategies.	
	
Customer	satisfaction	can	be	measured	at	different	types	of	levels	during	the	purchasing	
process.	For	example,	transaction-specific	satisfaction	refers	to	customers	(dis)satisfaction	
with	a	single	service	encounter	as	the	result	from	the	last	experience	consumers	have	had	with	
the	organization	and	overall	satisfaction	refers	to	customers	overall	(dis)satisfaction	based	
upon	multiple	service	encounters	and	experiences	with	that	particular	organization	(Bodet,	
2008;	Jones	&	Suh,	2000).	In	this	study	the	transaction-specific	satisfaction	is	measured.	
	
It	is	argued	that	transaction-specific	satisfaction	influences	overall	satisfaction,	which	in	turn	
influences	both	behavioral	and	attitudinal	loyalty	(Bodet,	2008).	Previous	research	
(Bandyopadhyay	&	Martell,	2007;	Arrondo	et	al.,	2002)	has	shown	that	attitudinal	loyalty	is	a	
direct	antecedent	of	behavioral	loyalty.	The	research	of	Bodet	(2008)	completes	the	call	for	a	
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satisfaction	construct	in	which	the	behavioral	dimension	of	loyalty	is	represented	by	the	
integration	of	transaction-specific	satisfaction,	overall	satisfaction,	and	attitudinal	satisfaction	
in	a	model.	Results	of	this	study	shows	that	neither	customer	satisfaction	nor	attitudinal	
loyalty	predict	customer	repurchase	behavior.	It	is	confirmed	that	overall	satisfaction	plays	a	
mediating	role	in	the	relationship	between	transaction-specific	satisfaction	and	attitudinal	
loyalty	(Bodet,	2008)	which	is	in	line	with	and	supports	the	study	results	of	Jones	and	Suh	
(2000).	In	addition,	results	of	the	study	of	Auh	et	al.	(2007)	show	no	relationship	between	co-
production	and	behavioral	loyalty	as	well.	
	
Trust	is	seen	as	a	mediating	construct	in	successful	relational	exchanges.	Previous	research	
show	a	positive	relationship	between	customer	satisfaction	and	trust	in	the	organization	
(Garbarino	&	Johnson,	1999).	Therefore	we	hypothesize	that:	
	
Hypothesis	3a:	Customer	satisfaction	has	a	positive	influence	on	trust	
	
Eisengerich	et	al.	(2013)	shows	a	positive	relationship	between	customer	satisfaction	and	
customer	participation.	In	addition,	it	is	argued	by	Bagozzi	(1995)	that	positive	experiences	
with	a	firm	will	motivate	customers	to	make	a	concerted	effort	on	behalf	of	their	relationships	
with	the	firm.	Therefore	we	hypothesize	that:	
	
Hypothesis	3b:	Customer	satisfaction	has	a	positive	influence	on	co-production		
	
Previous	research	has	shown	that	customer	satisfaction	and	co-production	both	positively	
influence	attitudinal	loyalty	(Auh	et	al.,	2007;	Bodet	et	al.,	2008).	Based	on	the	findings	from	
the	literature,	customer	satisfaction	is	expected	to	increase	customer	loyalty.	Therefore	we	
hypothesize	that:	
	
Hypothesis	3c:	Customer	satisfaction	has	a	positive	influence	on	customer	loyalty		
Multichannel management  
Consumer	behaviour	and	its	dynamic	characteristics	may	have	grown	due	to	the	rapid	
penetration	of	the	internet	and	the	access	of	information.	Nowadays,	consumers	experience	
more	control	(van	Bruggen	et	al.	2010;	Shankar	et	al.	2011).	The	rise	of	the	internet	makes	it	
for	consumers	easier	to	compare	alternatives	than	offline	customers,	especially	for	functional	
products	and	services	(Shankar	et	al.,	2003).	This	may	not	only	drive	consumer	behaviour	but	
their	impact	on	(brand)	loyalty	as	well.	
At	the	same	time,	due	to	the	rapid	penetration	of	the	internet,	firms	are	facing	changing	
customer	needs	for	channel	service	outputs	which	affects	the	routes	to	markets	in	many	
industries	(van	Bruggen	et	al.	2010;	Shankar	et	al.	2011).	Van	Bruggen	et	al.	(2010)	emphasize	
the	importance	of	‘‘channel	multiplicity’’	which	stresses	the	difficulty	for	multichannel	
management	by	the	increasing	phenomena	of	customers	seeking	information	and	demanding	
products	and	services	from	an	ever-increasing	range	of	sources.	Van	Bruggen	et	al.	(2010)	call	
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for	the	need	of	a	multichannel	management	strategy	as	a	consequence	of	channel	multiplicity.	
Due	to	the	increasing	number	of	channels	customers	can	choose	today	to	fulfill	their	goals,	
customer	satisfaction	among	these	channels	are	important	in	order	to	gain	and	influence	co-
production	and	customer	loyalty	in	an	online	and	offline	environment.	The	5C	model,	which	is	
developed	and	empirically	validated	in	a	grocery	retail	context	by	Hammerschmidt	et	al.	
(2015),	provides	a	tool	which	enables	the	unified	capture	of	both	offline	and	online	overall	
satisfaction,	allowing	meaningful	comparison	across	formats.	According	to	this	model	choice,	
charge,	convenience,	confidence	and	care	are	alignable	satisfaction	channel	facets.	The	
characteristics	of	those	alignable	facets	(Hammerschmidt	et	al.,	2015,	p.9)	is	that	they	are:	
‘‘equivalent	and	consistent	in	meaning	across	channels	and	thus	representing	the	most	salient	
criteria	for	channel	evaluations’’.	The	5C	model	enables	managers	to	trace	true	differences	in	
the	satisfaction	levels	between	channels.	It	also	supports	within-channel	decisions	by	revealing	
the	impact	of	the	five	facets	on	overall	satisfaction	with	each	format.	Customer	satisfaction	
across	channels	still	remains	interesting.	Especially	because	previous	studies	suggest	that	
customer	satisfaction	for	services	may	be	different	online	compared	to	offline	(Horppu	et	al.,	
2008;	Shankar	et	al.,	2003)	which	in	turn	may	affect	co-production	and	customer	loyalty.	
While	answering	the	research	questions	attention	is	paid	to	measure	and	explain	customer	
satisfaction.	First	of	all,	it	is	proposed	that	customer	satisfaction	is	determined	by	choice,	
charge,	convenience,	confidence	and	care	(Hammerschmidt	et	al.,	2015).	According	to	the	5C	
model,	developed	and	empirically	validated	by	Hammerschmidt	et	al.	(2015),	these	5	variables	
explain	the	degree	of	customer	satisfaction	regardless	of	the	chosen	purchase/service	channel:	
online	and	offline.	The	5C	model	is	tested	in	the	grocery	retail	industry.	An	interesting	
opportunity	for	further	research	is	to	investigate	if	and	how	the	findings	of	the	research	are	
generalizable	to	other	industries.	Due	to	its	focus	on	alignable	facets,	Hammerschmidt	et	al.	
(2015)	believe	their	channel	satisfaction	model	is	likely	to	transcend	the	retail	context.	Thereby	
this	research	adopts	this	statement	and	the	positive	effects	from	the	study	of	Hammerschmidt	
et	al.	(2015)	are	expected	to	be	true	for	customer	satisfaction	in	the	social	housing	industry.	
Therefore,	this	research	hypothesizes	that:		
	
Hypothesis	4:	The	5C	model	is	applicable	and	generalizable	to	the	social	housing	industry	in	
which	the	five	variables	(choice,	charge,	convenience,	confidence	and	care)	show	a	positive	
correlation	to	customer	satisfaction	
	
The	research	question	and	all	four	hypotheses	are	visualized	in	Figure	3	in	the	conceptual	
model	on	the	next	page.	All	hypothesis	are	shown	in	Table	1.	How	the	research	question	and	
hypotheses	will	be	answered	is	explained	in	the	next	chapter	‘Methodology’.	
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Figure 3. Conceptual model 
	
	
Hypotheses	
1.	 Co-production	has	a	positive	influence	on	customer	loyalty	
2a.	 Trust	has	a	positive	influence	on	co-production	
2b.	 Trust	has	a	positive	influence	on	customer	loyalty	
3a.	 Customer	satisfaction	has	a	positive	influence	on	trust	
3b.	 Customer	satisfaction	has	a	positive	influence	on	co-production	
3c.	 Customer	satisfaction	has	a	positive	influence	on	customer	loyalty	
4.	 The	5C	model	is	applicable	and	generalizable	to	the	social	housing	industry	in	
which	the	five	variables	(choice,	charge,	convenience,	confidence	and	care)	
show	a	positive	correlation	to	customer	satisfaction	
Table 1. Hypotheses 
  
Customer	
Satisfaction
Confidence
Charge
Conve-
nience
Care
Choice
Trust
Customer	
loyalty	
Co-
production
H4		+
H3B		+
H2B		+
H2A		+
H1		+
H3A		+
H3C		+
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3. METHODOLOGY 
In	this	chapter,	the	research	methodology	(design)	is	the	central	theme.	First,	the	research	
method	is	described.	Second,	the	research	instrument	will	be	outlined	in	the	data	collection	
part.		
3.1. Research method 
In	order	to	answer	the	research	questions	presented	below,	the	right	type	of	research	method	
will	be	used:	
	
§ Is	the	5C	model	developed	and	validated	by	Hammerschmidt	et	al.	(2015)	applicable	and	
generalizable	towards	the	social	housing	industry?	
§ What	is	the	impact	of	customer	satisfaction	and	trust	on	both	co-production	and	customer	
loyalty?	
§ What	are	the	differences	in	measuring	customer	satisfaction	and	trust	on	both	co-
production	and	customer	loyalty	through	online	and	offline	users	of	social	housing	
services?	
	
According	to	Rajasekar	et	al.	(2006,	p.1)	research	is:	‘‘a	logical	and	systematic	search	for	new	
and	useful	information	on	a	particular	topic’’.	Many	types	of	research	can	be	done	like	a	study,	
experiment,	observation,	analysis,	comparison	and	research.	When	choosing	the	right	research	
method,	it	is	important	to	consider	and	to	know	a)	which	type	of	research	is	a	suitable	method	
for	the	chosen	problem,	b)	what	is	the	order	of	accuracy	of	the	result	of	a	method	and	3)	what	
is	the	efficiency	of	a	method.	Rajasekar	et	al.	(2006)	states	that	research	can	essentially	be	
classified	into	two	main	classes:	basic	and	applied	research.	Basic	research,	also	known	as	
theoretical	research,	provides	a	systematic	and	deep	insight	into	a	problem	and	helps	to	build	
new	frontiers	of	knowledge.	This	type	of	research	leads	to	a	new	theory	or	a	new	property	of	
matter.	Applied	research	is	of	practical	use	in	which	the	results	are	helpful	for	basic	research.	
This	is	often	used	to	generate	immediate	solutions	applicable	for	current	problems.	Both,	basic	
and	applied	research	can	be	quantitative	and/or	qualitative.	Quantitative	research	focuses	on	
the	measurement	of	quantity	and	qualitative	research	is	aimed	to	get	the	meaning,	feeling	and	
describes	the	situation	involving	qualitatively.	
	
To	investigate	the	aforementioned	research	questions,	a	large	group	of	consumers	is	needed	
in	order	to	measure	customer	satisfaction,	its	influence	on	trust,	as	well	as	its	influences	on	co-
production	and	customer	loyalty.	Therefore	this	study	conducts	a	quantitative	research	
method	by	using	a	questionnaire.	To	measure	customer	satisfaction,	trust	and	its	influence	on	
both	co-production	and	customer	loyalty,	questionnaire	statements	are	used	from	existing	and	
validated	research	(Auh	et	al.,	2007;	Bettencourt	1997;	Fassnacht	&	Koese,	2006;	Flavián	et	al.,	
2006;	Fullerton,	2011;	Hammerschmidt	et	al.,	2015;	Rose	et	al.,	2013;	Shankar	et	al.,	2003;	
Swoboda	et	al.,	2016).	Therefore	the	relationships	between	the	variables	are	easy	to	quantify.	
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3.2. Population 
This	research	is	conducted	in	the	social	housing	industry.	The	social	housing	industry	is	chosen	
to	be	representative	to	the	services	industry.	Providers	of	social	housing	are	required	to	fulfill	a	
number	of	public	tasks	that	may	create	tension	between	efficiency	requirements	and	tenant	
satisfactory	and	involvement.	Public	tasks	must	be	realized	at	the	lowest	possible	costs	
(Priemus,	2003)	and	it	is	doubtful	whether	the	current	housing	system	is	delivering	satisfactory	
results	given	its	independent	position	and	substantial	financial	resources	(Van	Borel	&	Elsinga,	
2007).	Therefore,	it	is	interesting	to	measure	customer	satisfaction,	trust	and	its	influence	on	
both	co-production	and	customer	loyalty.		
3.3. Data collection 
Data	will	be	gathered	through	a	survey.	This	survey	consists	of	the	variables	mentioned	below	
and	its	questionnaire	statements.	Respondents	are	asked	to	answer	the	statements	based	on	a	
5-point	Likert	scale,	ranging	from	1	(strongly	disagree)	to	5	(strongly	agree).	All	items	are	
translated	into	the	Dutch	language.		
	
Based	on	available	data,	tenants	of	a	housing	association	are	approached	by	e-mail.	These	
tenants	have	recently	had	contact	with	their	service	provider	about	its	services	and	usage.	This	
data	consists	of	a	moderation	between	online	and	offline	users	of	the	services.	In	this	e-mail	
tenants	are	asked	to	complete	a	survey	about	their	last	experience	using	the	services	of	this	
specific	social	housing	association.	This	survey	is	created	using	an	online	survey	tool.	After	
collecting	the	data,	SmartPLS	will	be	used	for	analyzing	the	results	in	order	to	answer	the	
research	questions.	
3.4. Operationalization 
For	measuring	the	variables	this	study	adapts	existing	scales.	In	order	to	suit	the	services	
industry,	some	of	the	questionnaire	statements	of	Hammerschmidt	et	al.	(2015)	are	replaced	
by	using	questionnaire	statements	that	are	used	in	other	studies	in	the	services	industry	
before	and	they	have	been	validated	previously.	Each	scale	item	is	summarized	in	tables	2,3,4	
and	5.	The	whole	questionnaire	is	shown	in	appendix	1	on	page	43.	
Customer satisfaction and its determinants  
Choice 
The	numbers	and	variety	of	offers	are	measured	by	using	two	items	of	Hammerschmidt	et	al.	
(2015)	and	one	items	of	Swoboda	et	al.	(2016).	
	
Charge 
In	order	to	measure	charge	this	study	adopts	two	of	the	three	existing	items	of	
Hammerschmidt	et	al.	(2015).	To	measure	customer’s	effort	to	make	use	of	its	services,	this	
study	includes	an	extra	item	based	on	Shankar	et	al.	(2003).		
 
Convenience 
Convenience	is	measured	by	using	three	items	of	Hammerschmidt	et	al.	(2015)	supplemented	
with	an	extra	item	of	Fassnacht	and	Koese	(2006).		
 
 
L. van de Scheur  |  Customer satisfaction, trust and its influence on co-production and customer loyalty 
Version 1.0 
July, 27th 2017 
19 
 
Confidence 
For	measuring	confidence	two	items	of	Rose	et	al.	(2013)	are	used	in	where	shopping	and	its	
services	 are	 measured	 as	 trustworthy	 experiences.	 In	 addition,	 two	 items	 of	 Flavián	 et	 al.	
(2006)	are	used	in	which	the	confidence	in	the	organization	in	measured.		
 
Care 
Care	 is	measured	 as	 an	 after	 purchase	 construct	 and	 refers	 to	 the	 outcome	 of	 the	 services	
process.	 The	 items	 of	 Hammerschmidt	 et	 al.	 (2015)	 are	 replaced	 by	 using	 three	 scale	 items	
adopted	from	Fassnacht	and	Koese	(2006).		
 
Overall customer satisfaction (measured by transspecific) 
For	measuring	customer	satisfaction	two	scale	items	from	the	study	of	Hammerschmidt	et	al.	
(2015)	are	adopted	and	is	enriched	by	one	scale	item	from	Fullerton	(2011).	In	this	research	
customer	satisfaction	is	measured	as	transspecific-satisfaction,	based	upon	a	single	service	
encounter.	However,	in	this	research	it	is	called	overall	satisfaction	because	we	measure	the	
overall	satisfaction	about	this	specific	service	encounter.		
	
Customer	satisfaction	–	questionnaire	statements	 	
Choice	 	
1.	 The	number	of	service	offerings	is	sufficient	 Hammerschmidt	et	al.	(2015)	
2.	 The	variety	of	service	offerings	is	sufficient	 Hammerschmidt	et	al.	(2015)	
3.	 At	[company]	I	can	find	all	the	services	I	need	very	
easily	
Swoboda	et	al.	(2016)	
Charge	 	
1.	 Services	are	affordable		 Hammerschmidt	et	al.	(2015)	
2.	 The	price	level	of	the	offerings	is	fair	 Hammerschmidt	et	al.	(2015)	
3.	 The	time	I	spend	to	make	use	of	the	[company’s]	
service	was	pleasant		
Shankar	et	al.	(2003)	
Convenience	 	
1.	 It	is	fast	to	complete	my	service	request	 Hammerschmidt	et	al.	(2015)	
2.	 It	is	easy	to	complete	my	service	request	 Hammerschmidt	et	al.	(2015)	
3.	 I'm	able	to	effortlessly	find	what	I	want	 Hammerschmidt	et	al.	(2015)	
4.	 Everything	is	clearly	arranged	 Fassnacht	and	Koese	(2006)	
Confidence	 	
1.	 Making	use	of	[company’s]	offline/online	services	is	
a	trustworthy	experience	
Rose	et	al.	(2013)	
2	 Services	can	be	trusted,	there	are	no	uncertainties	 Rose	et	al.	(2013)	
3.	 I	think	I	can	have	confidence	in	the	promises	that	
[company]	make	
Flavián	et	al.	(2006)	
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4.	 I	think	that	the	information	offered	by	[company]	is	
sincere	and	honest	
Flavián	et	al.	(2006)	
Care	 	
1.	 Service	performance	is	as	desired	 Fassnacht	and	Koese	(2006)	
2.	 Service	performance	is	absolutely	reliable	 Fassnacht	and	Koese	(2006)	
3.	 Service	performance	was	as	promised	 Fassnacht	and	Koese	(2006)	
Overall	satisfaction	(measured	by	transspecific)	 	
1.	 Very	(dis)satisfied	 Hammerschmidt	et	al.	(2015)	
2.	 Very	(dis)pleased	 Hammerschmidt	et	al.	(2015)	
3.	 Very	frustrated	->	contented	 Fullerton	(2011)	
Table 2. Questionnaire statements Customer satisfaction and its determinants	
Trust 
In	this	study	trust	is	measured	by	using	three	items	adapted	from	Fullerton	(2011).		
	
Trust	–	questionnaire	statements	 	
1.	 [company]	keeps	its	promises	 Fullerton	(2011)	
2.	 [company]	is	concerned	with	my	needs	 Fullerton	(2011)	
3.	 [company]	is	trustworthy	 Fullerton	(2011)	
Table 3. Questionnaire statements trust	
Co-production & participation 
Co-production	is	measured	as	two	constructs.	First,	this	research	measures	co-production	as	
constructive	customer	participation	in	the	service	creation	and	delivery	process	and	the	extent	
to	which	customers	are	engaged	as	active	participants	in	the	organizations	work	(Lengnick-Hall	
et	al.,	2000).	Second,	this	research	measures	co-production	as	customers	involvement	in	the	
governance	and	development	of	the	organization	in	where	the	provision	of	constructive	
feedback	and	helpful	suggestions	on	the	service	offerings	and	delivery	is	measured	
(Bettencourt,	1997).	
	
Co-production	&	participation	–	questionnaire	statements	 	
1.	 I	try	to	work	cooperatively	with	[company]	 Auh	et	al.	(2007)	
2.	 I	do	things	to	make	it	[company's]	work	easier	 Auh	et	al.	(2007)	
3.	 I	prepare	my	queries	before	making	use	of	[company's]	service	 Auh	et	al.	(2007)	
4.	 If	I	have	a	useful	idea	on	how	to	improve	service,	I	give	it	to	
someone	at	the	firm	
Bettencourt	(1997)	
5.	 I	make	constructive	suggestions	to	[company's	name]	on	how	to	
improve	its	product/service	offerings	
Bettencourt	(1997)	
6.	 I	let	[company's	name]	know	of	ways	that	it	can	better	serve	my	 Bettencourt	(1997)	
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needs	
Table 4. Questionnaire statements co-production	
Customer loyalty 
In	literature	customer	loyalty	is	distinguished	into	two	dimensions,	attitudinal	and	behavioral	
loyalty.	In	this	study	real	data	of	actual	behavior	misses.	In	addition,	according	to	Bardauskaite	
(2014)	attitudinal	loyalty	better	reflects	true	loyalty	because	it	represents	long-term	
commitment	of	a	customer	to	the	organization.	Recommendation	intentions	or	behavior	is	
seen	as	the	best	indicator	of	loyalty.	Therefore	this	study	measures	customer	loyalty	as	one	
construct	which	contains	attitudinal	behavior	as	customers	willingness	to	repurchase	in	the	
future.	Attitudinal	loyalty	is	measured	by	using	one	item	of	Auh	et	al.	(2007)	and	two	items	of	
De	Wulf	et	al.	(2001).	Behavioral	loyalty	is	measured	by	Word	of	Mounth	(WoM)	using	three	
items	of	Zeithaml	et	al.	(1996).	
	
Customer	loyalty	–	questionnaire	statements	 	
Attitudinal	loyalty	 	
1.	 The	chances	of	me	staying	in	this	relationship	are	very	good	 Auh	et	al.	(2007)	
2.	 I	feel	loyal	towards	[company]	 De	Wulf	et	al.	(2001)	
3.	 I	am	willing	to	go	the	extra	mile	to	remain	a	customer	of	
[company]	
De	Wulf	et	al.	(2001)	
Behavioral	loyalty	 	
3.	 I	say	positive	things	about	[company]	to	other	people	 Zeithaml	et	al.	(1996)	
4.	 I	recommend	[company]	to	someone	who	seeks	my	advice	 Zeithaml	et	al.	(1996)	
5.	 I	encourage	friends	and	relatives	to	do	business	with	
[company]	
Zeithaml	et	al.	(1996)	
Table 5. Questionnaire statements customer loyalty 
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4. RESULTS 
4.1. Data analysis 
The	survey	is	sent	to	2.021	tenants	from	eight	different	housing	associations.	With	a	response	
of	18%	in	total	372	questionnaires	were	completed.	In	order	to	make	sure	only	completed	data	
is	used	multiple	pre	data	analysis	are	executed	which	are	mentioned	below.	Hereafter	the	
outer	models	have	been	tested,	followed	by	the	inner	models.	In	the	end	a	multi-group	
analysis	is	executed	in	order	to	test	the	model	on	moderating	effects	by	the	online	and	offline	
group.	
Pre-data analysis 
First	of	all,	monotone	responses	are	tested	by	using	the	‘variation’	function	in	Excel.	All	
responses	with	no	variance	were	excluded	from	the	dataset.	In	total	21	responses	were	
removed	and	the	pre-data	analysis	continued	with	a	dataset	containing	351	records.	Second,	
the	pre-data	analysis	focused	on	reversed	items,	but	because	the	survey	does	not	contain	
reversed	items	none	of	the	items	need	a	recode.	Third,	the	dataset	is	tested	on	outliers.	
Because	all	scores	are	within	the	acceptable	ranges	the	pre-data	analysis	still	continues	with	a	
dataset	containing	351	records.	Fourth,	missing	values	are	tested	in	order	to	prevent	any	
potential	bias	in	the	final	result.	By	testing	the	missing	values,	five	responses	are	found	to	be	
unusable	because	20%	or	more	of	all	questions	are	missing.	These	five	records	are	removed	
from	the	dataset	and	thus	continued	with	346	records.	The	Little	MCAR	test	shows	these	five	
records	and	their	missings	are	completely	at	random	(p>0.05)	and	thereby	the	pattern	of	
missing	values	in	the	data	set	is	MCAR.	Using	the	EM	procedure,	values	are	imputed	and	are	
used	for	subsequent	analysis.	Fifth,	the	normality	check	is	executed	which	indicate	non-normal	
distributed	data	using	the	Kolmogorov-Smirnov	test	and	the	Shapiro-Wilkinson	test.	Finally,	a	
total	of	346	records	remain	for	testing	the	outer	models	followed	by	testing	the	inner	model	
and	a	multi-group	analysis.	Because	the	normality	check	shows	non-normal	distributed	data	
PLS-SEM	is	used	for	further	measurement.	Further	measurements	are	executed	with	the	
exception	of	Conf_1	and	Conf_2.	Both	items	do	not	meet	the	standard	values	of	the	Variance	
Inflation	Factors	(VIF)	criterion.	By	deleting	both	items	multicollinearity	is	prevented.	
4.2. Testing measurement (outer) models 
After	the	pre-data	analysis,	the	outer	models	are	measured	by	testing	the	reliability	and	
validity.	
Reliablity 
Reliability	 is	 tested	 by	 measuring	 the	 composite	 reliability	 (CR)	 and	 Cronbach’s	 alpha,	
complemented	with	 the	 indicator	 loadings.	 These	 tests	 are	 necessary	 to	make	 sure	 there	 is	
internal	consistency	reliability.	As	figure	4	shows,	all	scores	are	above	>0.8	and	thereby	meets	
the	 standard	 of	 internal	 consistency	 reliability.	 Figure	 5	 represents	 the	 outer	 loadings	 and	
show	all	scores	are	above	>0.7	and	thereby	meets	the	standards	as	well.	
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Figure 4. Cronbach's Alpha, Composite reliability & Average Variance Extracted (AVE)	
 
 
Figure 5. Indicator loadings (including reliability) 
Validity 
Convergent	validity	is	tested	by	using	the	Average	Variance	Extracted	(AVE).	The	AVE	scores	
are	above	>0.5	and	thereby	meets	the	standard.		
	
Discriminant	validity	is	tested	by	first	applying	the	Fornell-Larcker	criterium,	second	inspection	
of	the	loadings	and	cross-loadings,	and	third	by	Heterotrait-Monotrait	Ratio	(HTMT).	Both	the	
Fornell-Larcker	criterium	and	the	loadings/cross-loadings	show	great	results.	The	Fornell-
Larcker	test	shows	the	square	roots	of	the	AVE’s.	All	values	on	the	diagonal	are	greater	than	
the	other	values	in	that	column	and	row	and	are	shown	in	figure	6.		
	
Cronbach's	Alpha
Composite	
Reliability
Average	Variance	
Extracted	(AVE)
Care 0,957 0,972 0,920
Charge 0,843 0,904 0,758
Choice 0,830 0,898 0,746
Co-production 0,854 0,889 0,571
Confidence 0,943 0,972 0,946
Convenience 0,897 0,928 0,764
Customer	Satisfaction 0,952 0,969 0,913
Loyalty 0,935 0,949 0,755
Trust 0,945 0,964 0,900
Care Charge Choice Co-production Confidence Convenience Customer	Satisfaction Loyalty Trust
AttLoy_1 0,836
AttLoy_2 0,840
AttLoy_3 0,845
BehLoy_1 0,906
BehLoy_2 0,922
BehLoy_3 0,860
Care_1 0,957
Care_2 0,962
Care_3 0,959
Charge_1 0,902
Charge_2 0,901
Charge_3 0,805
Choice_1 0,846
Choice_2 0,932
Choice_3 0,808
CoProd_1 0,795
CoProd_2 0,773
CoProd_3 0,760
CoProd_4 0,762
CoProd_5 0,722
CoProd_6 0,720
Conf_3 0,974
Conf_4 0,971
Conv_1 0,878
Conv_2 0,912
Conv_3 0,805
Conv_4 0,897
Sat_1 0,945
Sat_2 0,969
Sat_3 0,952
Trust_1 0,958
Trust_2 0,946
Trust_3 0,942
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The	loadings/cross-loadings	are	shown	in	figure	14	in	appendix	2.	This	applies	that	the	loading	
(value)	of	an	item	needs	to	be	higher	on	that	construct	to	which	it	belongs	compared	to	the	
loadings	on	other	model	constructs.	The	loadings/cross-loadings	shows	a	positive	result.	
	
 
Figure 6. Fornell-Larcker criterium 
	
To	assess	discriminant	validity	the	heterotrait-monotrait	ratio	of	correlations	(HTMT)	is	tested.	
In	order	to	secure	discriminant	validity	all	values	must	be	<0.85.	In	figure	7	two	values	deviate.	
Therefore,	a	significance	test	was	executed.	Although	the	HTMT	test	shows	a	difference,	all	
values	meet	the	standards	and	are	not	significantly	different	(P=0).	See	figure	15	in	appendix	3.		
	
	
Figure 7. Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) 
	
  
Care Charge Choice
Co-	
production Confidence Convenience
Customer	
Satisfaction Loyalty Trust
Care 0,959
Charge 0,640 0,871
Choice 0,616 0,623 0,864
Co-production 0,401 0,425 0,427 0,756
Confidence 0,825 0,668 0,664 0,493 0,973
Convenience 0,591 0,708 0,685 0,539 0,700 0,874
Customer	Satisfaction 0,657 0,656 0,659 0,404 0,760 0,691 0,955
Loyalty 0,602 0,531 0,558 0,667 0,723 0,588 0,629 0,869
Trust 0,770 0,666 0,648 0,514 0,878 0,661 0,732 0,797 0,949
Care Charge Choice
Co-	
production Confidence Convenience
Customer	
Satisfaction Loyalty Trust
Care
Charge 0,705
Choice 0,685 0,713
Co-production 0,416 0,455 0,476
Confidence 0,868 0,730 0,741 0,507
Convenience 0,635 0,772 0,778 0,577 0,756
Customer	Satisfaction 0,686 0,709 0,726 0,419 0,801 0,738
Loyalty 0,633 0,581 0,628 0,722 0,767 0,635 0,664
Trust 0,810 0,731 0,725 0,534 0,930 0,714 0,771 0,844
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4.3. Testing structural (inner) model 
After	testing	the	outer	models,	the	inner	model	is	tested	measuring	multicollinearity	and	the	
path	coefficients.	
Multicollinearity 
Collinearity	is	tested	by	using	the	Variance	Inflation	Factors	(VIF).	The	VIF	values	need	to	be	
lower	than	5.	As	shown	in	figure	8,	there	is	no	collinearity	in	the	model.	
 
Figure 8. Inner VIF values 
Size and significance of path coefficients 	
The	significance	of	the	path	coefficients	are	measured	by	executing	the	Bootstrap	method	
using	5.000	single	performances.	The	results	show	no	significant	relationship	between	(p-
values	>0.05):	
	
Care	à	Customer	Satisfaction	
Customer	satisfaction	à	Co-production	
Customer	satisfaction	à	Loyalty		
	
	
Figure 9. Path Coefficients 
 
R-square 
The	determination	coefficient	is	calculated	by	measuring	the	R-square	values	(R2)	to	test	the	
predictability	of	the	variables	on	their	constructs.		
	
Figure 10. R2 values 
Care Charge Choice
Co-	
production Confidence Convenience
Customer	
Satisfaction Loyalty Trust
Care 3,351
Charge 2,428
Choice 2,257
Co-production 1,362
Confidence 4,115
Convenience 2,773
Customer	Satisfaction 2,156 2,161 1,000
Loyalty
Trust 2,156 2,458
Original	Sample	(O) T	Statistics	(|O/STDEV|) P	Values
Care	->	Customer	Satisfaction 0,014 0,177 0,859
Charge	->	Customer	Satisfaction 0,138 2,496 0,013
Choice	->	Customer	Satisfaction 0,160 2,561 0,010
Co-production	->	Loyalty 0,348 7,759 0,000
Confidence	->	Customer	Satisfaction 0,426 4,806 0,000
Convenience	->	Customer	Satisfaction 0,177 2,324 0,020
Customer	Satisfaction	->	Co-production 0,059 0,673 0,501
Customer	Satisfaction	->	Loyalty 0,077 1,424 0,154
Customer	Satisfaction	->	Trust 0,732 22,551 0,000
Trust	->	Co-production 0,471 5,675 0,000
Trust	->	Loyalty 0,562 9,895 0,000
Original	Sample	(O)
Co-production 0,266
Customer	Satisfaction 0,651
Loyalty 0,729
Trust 0,536
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The	conceptual	model	and	their	path	coefficients	(including	P	values)	are	figured	below	in	
figure	11.	
	
	
 
Figure 11. Conceptual model tested including path coefficients (inner model) and P values for the path 
coefficients. 
 
 
  
Customer	
Satisfaction
Confidence
Charge
Conve-
nience
Care
Choice
Trust
Customer	
loyalty	
Co-
production
0.160
0.059
0.562
0.471
0.348
0.732
0.077
0.177
0.138
0.426
0.014
(P=0.010)
(P=0.013)
(P=0.020)
(P=0.501)
(P=0.859)
(P=0.000)
(P=0.000)
(P=0.000)
(P=0.000)
(P=0.000)
(P=0.154)
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4.4. Multi-group analysis 
A	Multi-group	analysis	is	executed	measuring	the	conceptual	model	and	their	moderating	
effects	for	online	and	offline	channel	use.	The	group	of	online	channel	users	consists	of	91	
respondents,	and	the	group	offline	channel	users	contains	249	respondents.	The	path	
coefficients	show	some	differences	for	the	online	and	offline	channel	group.	These	path	
coefficients	including	T	values	and	P	values	are	shown	in	figure	12	underneath.	See	appendix	4	
and	5	for	a	visualization	of	the	individual	path	coefficients	including	P	values	in	the	conceptual	
model	(page	49).	Furthermore,	the	results	show	that	there	is	no	significant	relationship	found	
between	(P=>0.05):	
	
Care	à	Customer	satisfaction	
Charge	à	Customer	satisfaction	for	the	online	group	
Choice	à	Customer	Satisfaction	for	the	offline	group	
Convenience	à	Customer	satisfaction	
Customer	satisfaction	à	Co-production	
Customer	satisfaction	à	Customer	loyalty	
Trust	à	Co-production	for	the	online	group	
	
Figure 12. Multi-Group analysis 
For	further	measurement,	significant	differences	between	online	and	offline	channel	use	are	
measured	by	analyzing	the	multi-group	analysis	as	well	as	by	comparing	the	path	coefficients	
for	the	online	group	with	the	path	coefficients	for	the	offline	group.	The	results	show	that	for	
the	majority	of	the	path	coefficients	there	are	no	significant	differences	between	online	and	
offline	channel	use.	See	figure	13	on	the	next	page.	With	the	exception	of	the	following	three	
relationships	which	indicates	significant	differences	between	online	and	offline	channel	use	
(P=<0.05	or	P	=>0.95):	
	
Charge	à	Customer	satisfaction	(significant	for	offline,	not	significant	for	online)	
Choice	à	Customer	satisfaction	(not	significant	for	offline,	significant	for	online)	
Trust	à	Co-production	(significant	for	offline,	not	significant	for	online)		
Path	Coefficients		
Original	
(GROUP_Offline(2.
0))
Path	Coefficients		
Original	
(GROUP_Online(1
.0))
t-Values	
(GROUP_Offline
(2.0))
t-Values	
(GROUP_Onlin
e(1.0))
p-Values	
(GROUP_Offline(
2.0))
p-Values	
(GROUP_Online(
1.0))
Care	->	Customer	Satisfaction 0,016 0,051 0,187 0,261 0,852 0,794
Charge	->	Customer	Satisfaction 0,204 -0,056 3,340 0,512 0,001 0,609
Choice	->	Customer	Satisfaction 0,060 0,411 0,970 2,972 0,332 0,003
Co-production	->	Loyalty 0,396 0,279 6,744 3,894 0,000 0,000
Confidence	->	Customer	Satisfaction 0,473 0,332 4,401 2,007 0,000 0,045
Convenience	->	Customer	Satisfaction 0,154 0,191 1,764 1,392 0,078 0,164
Customer	Satisfaction	->	Co-production -0,029 0,215 0,304 1,215 0,761 0,224
Customer	Satisfaction	->	Loyalty 0,084 0,130 1,119 1,550 0,263 0,121
Customer	Satisfaction	->	Trust 0,748 0,697 21,109 9,966 0,000 0,000
Trust	->	Co-production 0,585 0,199 6,564 1,131 0,000 0,258
Trust	->	Loyalty 0,500 0,621 5,536 11,046 0,000 0,000
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Figure 13. PLS-MGA	
 
4.5. Hypotheses testing  
Hypotheses	are	tested	by	first	measuring	the	conceptual	model	and	second,	executing	the	
multi-group	analysis	for	measuring	moderating	effects	for	online	and	offline	channel	users.		
Conceptual model 
In	the	conceptual	model	we	found	support	for	hypothesis	1	in	that	co-production	is	positively	
and	significantly	related	to	customer	loyalty	(p=<0.05).	Hypotheses	2a,	2b	and	3a	are	also	
supported;	trust	>	co-production	(p=	<0.05),	trust	>	customer	loyalty	(p=<0.05),	customer	
satisfaction	>	trust	(p=<0.05).		
	
Hypothesis	3b	and	3c	are	not	supported.	There	is	no	positive	and	significant	relation	found	
between	customer	satisfaction	and	co-production	and	between	customer	satisfaction	and	
customer	loyalty	(p=>0.05).	In	addition,	no	support	is	found	for	hypothesis	4.	Although	choice,	
charge,	convenience	and	confidence	is	positively	and	significantly	related	to	customer	
satisfaction,	the	influence	of	care	on	customer	satisfaction	is	not	significant	(p=>0.05).		
Multi-group analysis 
The	multi-group	analysis	for	measuring	moderating	effects	for	online	and	offline	channel	users	
indicates	that	for	the	majority	of	the	path	coefficients	there	are	no	significant	differences	
between	online	and	offline	channel	use.	With	the	exception	of	the	following	three	
relationships	which	indicates	significant	differences	between	online	and	offline	channel	use	
(P=<0.05	or	P	=>0.95):	
	
Hypotheses	2a:	Trust	à	Co-production		
Hypotheses	4:	Choice	à	Customer	satisfaction		
Hypotheses	4:	Charge	à	Customer	satisfaction		
	
All	results	of	hypotheses	testing	are	summarized	in	table	6	on	the	next	page.	
	
	
	
p-
Value(GROUP_Online(1.0)	
vs	GROUP_Offline(2.0))
Care	->	Customer	Satisfaction 0,446
Charge	->	Customer	Satisfaction 0,984
Choice	->	Customer	Satisfaction 0,017
Co-production	->	Loyalty 0,895
Confidence	->	Customer	Satisfaction 0,760
Convenience	->	Customer	Satisfaction 0,427
Customer	Satisfaction	->	Co-production 0,119
Customer	Satisfaction	->	Loyalty 0,337
Customer	Satisfaction	->	Trust 0,734
Trust	->	Co-production 0,968
Trust	->	Loyalty 0,129
 
 
L. van de Scheur  |  Customer satisfaction, trust and its influence on co-production and customer loyalty 
Version 1.0 
July, 27th 2017 
29 
Hypothesis	and	conclusion		 	 	 	
Hypothesis	 Conceptual	
model	
Multi-group	analysis	
conclusion	
Conclusion		 Online		 Offline	
1.	 Co-production	has	a	positive	
influence	on	customer	loyalty	
Supported	 Supported	 Supported	
2a.	 Trust	has	a	positive	influence	on	co-
production	
Supported	 Not	
supported	
Supported	
2b.	 Trust	has	a	positive	influence	on	
customer	loyalty	
Supported	 Supported	 Supported	
3a.	 Customer	satisfaction	has	a	positive	
influence	on	trust	
Supported	 Supported	 Supported	
3b.	 Customer	satisfaction	has	a	positive	
influence	on	co-production	
Not	
supported	
Not	
supported	
Not	
supported	
3c.	 Customer	satisfaction	has	a	positive	
influence	on	customer	loyalty	
Not	
supported	
Not	
supported	
Not	
supported	
4.	 The	5C	model	is	applicable	and	
generalizable	to	the	social	housing	
industry	in	which	the	five	variables	
(choice,	charge,	convenience,	
confidence	and	care)	show	a	positive	
correlation	to	customer	satisfaction	
Overall:	
not	
supported	
	 	
	 Choice	 Supported	 Supported	 Not	
supported	
	 Charge	 Supported	 Not	
supported	
Supported	
	 Convenience	 Supported	 Not	
supported	
Not	
supported	
	 Confidence	 Supported	 Supported	 Supported	
	 Care	 Not	
supported	
Not	
supported	
Not	
supported	
Table 6. Hypotheses and conclusions including MGA 
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4.6. Research questions 
The	objective	of	this	research	is	twofold.	On	one	hand,	it	investigates	if	and	how	the	findings	
provided	by	Hammerschmidt	et	al.	(2015)	are	generalizable	to	other	industries,	specifically	the	
services	industry,	represented	by	the	social	housing	industry.	On	the	other	hand,	this	initial	
research	is	extended	by	measuring	the	influence	of	customer	satisfaction	and	trust	on	both	co-
production	and	customer	loyalty	as	well.	We	use	a	moderation	for	online	and	offline	channel	
users	of	social	housing	services.	To	get	better	insights	in	the	above	mentioned	objectives,	the	
three	research	questions	are:	
	
§ Is	the	5C	model	developed	and	validated	by	Hammerschmidt	et	al.	(2015)	applicable	and	
generalizable	towards	the	social	housing	industry?	
§ What	is	the	impact	of	customer	satisfaction	and	trust	on	both	co-production	and	customer	
loyalty?	
§ What	are	the	differences	in	measuring	customer	satisfaction	and	trust	on	both	co-
production	and	customer	loyalty	through	online	and	offline	users	of	social	housing	
services?	
Question 1: 
According	to	the	hypotheses	testing,	the	5C	model	(Hammerschmidt	et	al.	2015)	is	not	fully	
applicable	and	generalizable	towards	the	social	housing	industry.	First,	some	of	the	
questionnaire	statements	used	by	Hammerschmidt	et	al	(2015)	needed	to	be	replaced	to	suit	
the	services	industry	and	specifically,	the	social	housing	industry.	Therefore	10	statements	are	
replaced	by	using	questionnaire	statements	that	have	been	used	in	other	studies	in	the	
services	industry	before	and	have	been	validated	previously	(Fassnacht	&	Koese,	2006;	Flavián	
et	al.,	2006;	Rose	et	al.,	2013;	Shankar	et	al.,	2003;	Swoboda	et	al.,	2016).	For	measuring	
customer	satisfaction	one	extra	item	(very	frustrated	>	contented)	is	added	(Fullerton,	2011).	
Second,	although	choice,	charge,	convenience	and	confidence	is	positively	and	significantly	
related	to	customer	satisfaction,	the	influence	of	care	on	customer	satisfaction	is	not	
supported.	While	this	was	supported	for	the	retail	industry	(Hammerschmit	et	al.,	2015).	
Question 2: 
The	initial	model	of	Hammerschmidt	et	al.	(2015)	is	enriched	by	measuring	trust,	co-
production	and	customer	loyalty	as	consequences	of	customer	satisfaction.	In	addition,	the	
influence	of	trust	on	both	co-production	and	customer	loyalty	is	measured.	As	a	result	of	the	
hypotheses	testing	it	is	found	that	customer	satisfaction	is	not	positively	and	significantly	
related	to	both	co-production	and	customer	loyalty.	On	the	other	hand,	the	results	do	show	a	
positive	relationship	from	trust	towards	co-production	and	customer	loyalty.		
Question 3: 
While	executing	the	multi-group	analysis	it	became	noticeable	that	there	are	three	significant	
differences	in	measuring	customer	satisfaction	and	trust	on	both	co-production	and	customer	
loyalty	through	online	and	offline	users	of	services	in	the	social	housing	industry.	These	
significant	differences	are	shown	in	the	following	three	relationships:	
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Charge	à	Customer	satisfaction	(significant	for	offline,	not	significant	for	online)	
Choice	à	Customer	satisfaction	(not	significant	for	offline,	significant	for	online)	
Trust	à	Co-production	(significant	for	offline,	not	significant	for	online) 	
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5. CONCLUSION, DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
5.1. Conclusion 
The	conceptual	model	that	has	been	tested	shows	that	4	out	of	the	7	hypotheses	are	
supported.	In	this	section	multiple	conclusions	are	drawn	to	explain	the	results.		
5.1.1. Testing the conceptual model 
Previous	research	has	shown	that	co-production	positively	influences	attitudinal	loyalty	(Auh	
et	al.,	2007;	Bodet	et	al.,	2008).	This	research	measured	co-production	by	two	dimensions.	Co-
production	is	measured	as	constructive	customer	participation	in	the	service	creation	
(Lengnick-Hall	et	al.,	2000)	and	as	customers’	involvement	in	the	governance	and	development	
of	the	organization	where	the	provision	of	constructive	feedback	and	helpful	suggestions	on	
the	service	offerings	and	delivery	is	measured	(Bettencourt,	1997).	The	results	show	a	positive	
and	significant	relationship	to	customer	loyalty	with	no	moderating	effect	for	online	and	
offline	channels	users.		
	
Customer	loyalty	is	measured	by	using	the	construct	of	attitudinal	loyalty	which	is	defined	as	
customers	intentions	and	willingness	to	repurchase.	Although	previous	research	has	shown	
that	both	customer	satisfaction	and	co-production	positively	influence	customer	loyalty	(Auh	
et	al.,	2007;	Bodet	et	al.,	2008)	this	research	does	not	confirm	a	positive	relationship	between	
customer	satisfaction	and	customer	loyalty.	A	possible	explanation	is	the	scarcity	of	
alternatives	and	the	willingness	and	possibility	to	switch	from	the	one	social	housing	
association	to	another.	Inhabiting	a	house	(buy	or	rent)	is	a	basic	necessity	of	life	and	to	
change	your	living	space	has	a	significant	impact	compared	to	switching	from	a	more	basic	
services	provider	to	another.	In	this	type	of	industry	and	its	primary	and	basic	needs	services,	it	
is	doubtful	which	impact	customer	satisfaction	has	on	customer	loyalty.	Fullerton	(2003;	2011)	
points	out	that	the	influence	of	perceiving	few	alternatives	may	result	in	continuance	
commitment.	Continuance	commitment	is	about	the	relationship	between	organizations	and	
their	consumers.	Specifically,	it	points	out	the	effects	on	this	relationship	if	the	consumer	faces	
concrete	switching	costs	or	if	the	benefits	that	the	consumer	receives	from	the	partner	are	not	
easily	replaceable	from	other	potential	exchange	partners.	That	is	why	customer	satisfaction	
may	have	less	or	no	impact	on	customer	loyalty	in	this	type	of	research	and	industry	compared	
to	others.	
	
It	is	found	that	trust	plays	an	important	role	in	co-production	as	it	is	recognized	as	one	of	the	
conditions	for	collaboration	(Yamagishi	&	Cook,	1993,	in:	Fledderus	and	Honingh,	2016).	In	
addition,	Needham	(2008)	state	that	trust	may	play	a	more	important	role	in	industries	that	
delivers	a	key	service	towards	customer,	in	this	case	the	social	housing	industry.	This	research	
confirms	the	arguments	above	and	shows	a	positive	relationship	in	that	trust	is	positively	and	
significantly	related	to	co-production.		
Previous	research	found	that	trust	also	plays	an	important	role	in	customer	loyalty	(Garbarino	
&	Johnson,	1999;	Hart	&	Johnson,	1999).	Actually,	Hart	and	Johnson	(1999)	state	that	trust	
may	have	more	influence	on	customer	loyalty	than	customer	satisfaction.	The	results	of	this	
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research	confirm	this	statement	because	we	found	a	positive	relationship	between	trust	and	
customer	loyalty,	and	no	positive	relationship	between	customer	satisfaction	and	customer	
loyalty.	Perhaps	the	respondents	feel	like	highly	relational	customers	of	which	Garbarino	and	
Johnson	(1999)	claim	that	they	are	driven	by	trust	and	commitment	compared	to	low	
relational	customers	who	are	driven	by	customer	satisfaction.		
	
Besides	trust,	customer	satisfaction	appears	to	positively	influence	co-production	as	well	
(Bagozzi,	1995;	Eisengerich	et	al.,	2013).	However,	this	research	does	not	confirm	this	
relationship.	Again,	the	influence	of	perceiving	few	alternatives	and	the	willingness	and	
possibility	to	switch	from	the	one	social	housing	association	to	another	may	result	in	
continuance	commitment	(Fullerton	2003;	2011)	which	can	be	a	possible	explanation.		
	
This	research	confirms	the	positive	relationship	that	was	previously	found	between	customer	
satisfaction	and	trust	by	Garbarino	and	Johnson	(1999).	
5.1.2. Testing the 5C model 
While	testing	the	conceptual	model,	the	5C	model	(Hammerschmidt	et	al.	2015)	is	analyzed	on	
applicability	and	generalizability	to	the	social	housing	industry.	With	the	exception	of	choice,	
charge,	convenience	and	confidence,	the	results	show	no	positive	relation	between	care	and	
customer	satisfaction.	Based	upon	the	recommendation	of	Hammerschmidt	et	al.	(2015)	to	
modify	the	care	items	towards	the	services	industry,	these	questionnaire	statements	are	
replaced	by	items	of	Fassnacht	and	Koese	(2006).	However,	these	items	are	found	to	have	no	
significant	effect	on	customer	satisfaction.	Maybe	the	care	items	need	more	modification.	Or	
the	specific	characteristics	of	the	measured	process	(the	reporting	and	execution	of	the	repair	
request)	does	not	provide	sufficient	insight	into	customer	satisfaction	and	therefore	has	no	
significant	relation.	
5.1.3. Individual path coefficients 
The	individual	path	coefficients	show	some	differences	for	the	online	and	offline	channel	
groups.	See	appendix	4	and	5	for	a	visualization	of	the	individual	path	coefficients	including	P	
values	in	the	conceptual	model	(page	49).	The	results	show	that	there	is	no	significant	
relationship	found	between:	
	
Care	à	Customer	satisfaction	
Charge	à	Customer	satisfaction	for	the	online	group	
Choice	à	Customer	satisfaction	for	the	offline	group	
Convenience	à	Customer	satisfaction	
Customer	satisfaction	à	Co-production	
Customer	satisfaction	à	Customer	loyalty	
Trust	à	Co-production	for	the	online	group	
	
Results	of	the	individual	path	coefficients	for	the	offline	group	show	that	confidence	has	the	
most	significant	influence	on	customer	satisfaction	for	offline	channel	use	(P=0.000).	Whereas	
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the	results	of	the	individual	path	coefficients	for	the	online	group	show	that	choice	has	the	
most	significant	influence	on	customer	satisfaction	for	online	channel	use	(P=0.003).		
	
Customer	satisfaction	has	a	significant	influence	on	trust	for	both	the	online	and	the	offline	
group	(P=0.000).	In	addition,	the	influence	of	trust	on	customer	loyalty	is	significant	as	well	
(P=0.000)	for	both	the	online	and	the	offline	group.	The	influence	of	trust	on	co-production	
show	a	significant	relation	for	the	offline	group	but	does	not	show	a	significant	relation	for	the	
online	group.	At	last,	co-production	show	a	significant	relation	to	customer	loyalty	for	both	the	
online	and	the	offline	group	(P=0.000).		
	
At	first	sight,	customer	satisfaction	seemed	to	have	a	more	significant	influence	on	the	
relations	for	the	online	channel	group	because	for	the	online	group	the	P	values	between	
customer	satisfaction	and	co-production	and	customer	satisfaction	and	customer	loyalty	
deviate	the	least	from	the	significant	values	(P<0.05).	However,	results	for	the	offline	channel	
group	confirms	a	significant	relation	between	trust	and	co-production.	Therefore	we	argue	
that	the	influence	of	customer	satisfaction	has	more	significant	influence	on	the	relations	for	
the	offline	group.		
	
For	further	measurement,	significant	differences	are	measured	while	executing	the	Multi-
group	analysis	by	using	PLS-SEM.		
5.1.4. Multi-group analysis	
First,	the	multi-group	analysis	indicates	that	there	is	no	significant	relation	between	charge	
and	customer	satisfaction	for	the	online	group.	A	possible	explanation	may	be	the	
interpretation	of	charge	within	the	social	housing	industry	and	specifically	the	charge	of	(in	this	
case)	the	investigated	process	of	reporting	and	the	execution	of	a	repair	request.	In	some	
cases,	the	execution	of	a	repair	is	part	of	the	rental	contract,	paid	by	a	(monthly)	service	
subscription	or	paid	directly	after	execution.	Maybe	the	online	channel	gives	insufficient	
insight	in	how	much	the	social	housing	association	charges	for	executing	a	specific	type	of	
repair	and	how	the	payment	is	charged.	Perhaps	the	employee	involved	in	offline	contact	is	
better	able	to	make	clear	how	much	a	specific	type	of	repair	costs	for	that	specific	type	of	
tenant	(e.g.	based	upon	individual	tenant	characteristics	and	their	rental	contract).	
	
Second,	the	multi-group	analysis	indicates	that	there	is	no	relation	found	between	choice	and	
customer	satisfaction	for	the	offline	group.	Suppose	that	customers	who	choose	an	offline	
channel	type	have	multiple	questions	at	a	time.	Their	questions	and	their	contents	may	have	
an	impact	on	customer	satisfaction	measured	at	the	same	time	of	making	a	repair	request.		
	
Third	and	finally,	this	research	indicates	that	there	is	no	relation	between	trust	and	co-
production	for	the	online	group.	Despite	the	fact	that	this	research	significantly	recognizes	
trust	as	a	determinant	to	co-production,	the	online	group	shows	significant	differences.	A	
possible	explanation	is	the	two	types	of	constructs	which	are	used	in	measuring	co-production	
for	the	online	group.	The	constructs	are	based	upon	constructive	customer	participation	in	the	
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service	creation	(Lengnick-Hall	et	al.,	2000)	and	as	customers’	involvement	in	the	governance	
and	development	of	the	organization	in	where	the	provision	of	constructive	feedback	and	
helpful	suggestions	on	the	service	offerings	and	delivery	is	measured	(Bettencourt,	1997).	
Maybe	these	constructs	are	not	relevant	enough	for	online	users	because	the	website	provides	
statistic	information	and	there	is	no	dynamic	interaction	between	the	customer	and	the	
employee.	For	example,	the	statement	‘‘If	I	have	a	useful	idea	on	how	to	improve	service,	I	
give	it	to	someone	at	the	firm’’	(Bettencourt,	1997)	is	less	applicable	to	online	channel	users.	
They	would	make	an	extra	effort	by	sending	an	e-mail	for	instance	or	additionally	making	
offline	contact	with	the	social	housing	association	in	order	to	give	their	feedback.	In	addition,	
what	if	we	hypothesize	that	online	channel	users	make	a	conscious	choice	for	making	their	
repair	request	in	a	static	online	environment,	they	may	feel	less	attracted	and	feel	less	
willingness	to	co-produce.		
	
5.2. Discussion 
Reliability and validity 
This	research	is	based	upon	measuring	the	conceptual	model	as	shown	in	figure	3	on	page	16.	
In	order	to	measure	all	variables,	only	existing	scale	constructs	are	used	which	suit	the	services	
industry	and	have	been	used	and	validated	previously	(Fassnacht	&	Koese,	2006;	Flavián	et	al.,	
2006;	Rose	et	al.,	2013;	Shankar	et	al.,	2003;	Swoboda	et	al.,	2016).	All	questionnaire	items	
and	their	constructs	are	measured	to	make	sure	there	is	internal	consistency	reliability.	The	
measurement	of	composite	reliability,	convergent	validity,	indicator	reliability	and	discriminant	
reliability	show	all	items	and	constructs	meet	the	standards.	Thereby	it	can	be	assumed	that	
construct	validity	is	reliable.		
	
To	make	sure	there	is	internal	validity	respondents	are	asked	to	answer	all	the	questionnaire	
statements	based	on	a	5-point	Likert	scale,	ranging	from	1	(strongly	disagree)	to	5	(strongly	
agree).	The	results	show	some	monotone	responses	and	therefore	21	of	the	total	of	372	
responses	were	removed.	In	total	351	respondents	remained.	The	questionnaire	does	not	
contain	reversed	items	so	respondents	should	experience	no	misinterpretations	while	
answering	the	questionnaire	statements.	By	5	respondents	20%	or	more	of	all	questions	were	
missing.	The	Little	MCAR	test	show	that	these	5	missings	are	completely	at	random.	These	5	
respondents	were	removed	as	well.	The	measurement	of	the	inner	and	outer	models	were	
executed	with	in	total	346	records.	
	
This	research	is	conducted	in	the	social	housing	industry	across	eight	different	housing	
associations.	The	results	of	testing	the	conceptual	model	and	the	moderating	effects	on	the	
online	and	offline	group	gives	insights	in	customer	satisfaction,	trust	and	its	influence	on	both	
co-production	and	customer	loyalty.	The	respondents	are	divided	into	an	online	and	an	offline	
group.	In	total,	91	respondents	represent	the	online	group	and	249	respondents	represent	the	
offline	group.	Although	this	research	gives	a	good	understanding	and	provides	a	good	basis	
this	research	should	be	more	valuable	and	reliable	with	a	larger	number	of	respondents	per	
 
 
L. van de Scheur  |  Customer satisfaction, trust and its influence on co-production and customer loyalty 
Version 1.0 
July, 27th 2017 
36 
group.	As	a	reflection	on	external	validity	this	research	did	not	consider	the	effects	of	
generations	and	their	experience	with	the	Internet	(the	survey	was	sent	by	an	online	tool	to	
multiple	e-mail	addresses).	However,	the	database	of	e-mail	addresses	was	provided	by	each	
single	housing	association.	These	e-mail	addresses	were	up-to-date	and	were	provided	by	each	
respondent	and	is	recognized	as	a	communication	tool	for	each	particular	respondent	which	
increases	the	reliability.		
Scientific contribution 
This	research	does	contribute	to	scientific	literature	in	several	ways.	First	of	all,	by	applying	the	
5C	model	to	the	social	housing	industry	this	research	investigates	its	generalizability	to	other	
contexts.	With	the	exception	of	‘care’,	this	model	seems	to	be	applicable	to	the	social	housing	
industry	and	thereby	gives	a	reliable	image	of	its	generalizability,	especially	to	the	services	
industry.	Second,	in	order	to	suit	the	services	industry,	the	survey	of	Hammerschmidt	et	al.	
(2015)	is	moderated	and	if	necessary	replaced	by	other	construct	items.	This	new	scale	
construct	can	be	re-used	when	measuring	the	5C	model	towards	other	(specific	services)	
industries.	Third,	this	research	focused	on	the	initial	model	of	Hammerschmidt	et	al.	(2015)	
and	is	enriched	by	measuring	trust,	co-production	and	customer	loyalty	as	determinants	of	
customer	satisfaction.	The	results	show	that	trust	does	influence	co-production	and	customer	
loyalty	in	a	positive	way.	These	results	contributes	the	call	for	more	research	on	co-production	
and	on	individual	variables	that	might	be	drivers	of	co-creation	activities	(Grissemann	&	
Stokburger-Sauer,	2012).	Fourth,	the	results	of	the	moderation	can	be	of	practical	use	for	
managing	satisfaction	levels	between	its	channels	in	a	service	context.	For	example,	previous	
studies	suggest	that	customer	satisfaction	for	services	may	be	different	online	compared	to	
offline	(Horppu	et	al.,	2008;	Shankar	et	al.,	2003).	By	measuring	actual	differences	in	customer	
satisfaction	between	online	and	offline	users	it	gives	insight	into	the	(unused)	satisfaction	
potential	across	channels.	These	results	can	be	of	important	use	for	managers	in	creating	a	
multichannel	management	strategy.	This	results	in	the	fact	that	managers	are	able	to	make	
conscious	choices	about	investing	(more)	time	and	money	in	a	specific	channel	and	facet.	
Managers	are	able	to	allocate	their	marketing	efforts	between	satisfaction	initiatives	and	
loyalty	programs. 
	
5.3. Recommendations 
Practical recommendations 
This	research	is	able	to	provide	some	valuable	guidelines	for	managers	who	want	to	optimize	
their	customer	loyalty.	First	of	all,	it	is	necessary	to	note	that	this	research	does	not	confirm	a	
positive	relationship	between	customer	satisfaction	and	customer	loyalty.	But	this	research	
does	confirm	a	positive	relation	between	co-production	and	customer	loyalty.	Therefore,	
management	may	focus	on	customers	willingness	and	behaviour	to	co-produce	in	order	to	
create	customer	loyalty.		
	
Trust	seems	to	be	a	great	antecedent	to	customer	loyalty	as	well	because	this	research	
confirms	a	positive	relationship	in	that	trust	is	positively	and	significantly	related	to	co-
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production	and	customer	loyalty.	Trust	may	therefore	also	be	noticed	as	a	focus	area	in	order	
to	gain	co-production	and	customer	loyalty.	
	
Hammerschmidt	et	al.	(2015)	expects	that	customer	satisfaction	is	determined	by	choice,	
charge,	convenience,	confidence	and	care.	For	the	social	housing	industry	it	is	striking	that	care	
does	not	confirm	a	positive	influence	on	customer	satisfaction.	The	moderation	between	the	
online	and	the	offline	group	shows	that	charge	does	not	confirm	a	positive	influence	on	
customer	satisfaction	for	the	online	group,	and	choice	does	not	confirm	a	positive	influence	on	
customer	satisfaction	for	the	offline	group.	It	can	be	concluded	that	customer	satisfaction	can	
be	improved	by	analyzing	and	improving	convenience	and	confidence	which	applies	for	both	
the	online	and	offline	group.	In	order	to	improve	customer	satisfaction	for	online	channel	
users,	focus	may	lay	specifically	on	optimizing	choice,	convenience,	confidence.	In	order	to	
improve	customer	satisfaction	for	offline	channel	users,	focus	may	lay	specifically	on	charge,	
convenience	and	confidence.	
 
The	above	mentioned	recommendations	understate	Shankar	et	al.	(2003)	who	says	that		
firms	need	to	gain	a	better	understanding	of	the	relationship	between	customer	satisfaction	
and	loyalty	in	the	online	and	offline	environment	to	allocate	their	marketing	efforts	between	
satisfaction	initiatives	and	loyalty	programs.	
	
Recommendations for further research 
Based	on	this	research	some	recommendations	for	further	research	are	suggested.	First	of	all,	
scientific	contribution	will	be	enriched	when	this	5C	model	(Hammerschmidt	et	al.,	2015)	is	
executed	in	multiple	(specific)	industries	for	measuring	its	generalizability.	In	addition,	the	
extension	of	measuring	trust,	co-production	and	customer	loyalty	is	a	valuable	addition	to	
measure	its	generalizability	in	other	industries	as	well.		
	
Second,	however	many	previous	studies	show	a	positive	relation	between	customer	
satisfaction	and	customer	loyalty	(Auh	et	al.,	2007;	Bodet,	2009)	this	research	does	not	confirm	
this	relation	for	the	social	housing	industry.	A	possible	explanation	is	the	scarcity	of	
alternatives	and	the	possibility	to	switch	from	the	one	social	housing	association	to	another.		
Fullerton	(2003;	2011)	points	out	that	the	influence	of	perceiving	few	alternatives	may	result	in	
continuance	commitment	and	effects	customer	loyalty.	An	interesting	theme	for	further	
research	is	the	relationship	between	continuance	commitment	and	customer	satisfaction,	
trust	and	co-production.	
	
Third,	the	moderation	of	the	conceptual	model	is	measured	with	in	total	91	respondents	for	
the	online	group	and	273	respondents	for	the	offline	group.	Although	this	research	gives	a	
good	understanding	and	provides	a	good	basis,	it	would	be	even	more	valuable	and	reliable	
with	a	larger	number	of	respondents	per	group.	Therefore	a	recommendation	is	to	replicate	
this	study.	
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Fourth,	marketing	and	communication	tools	are	increasing	throughout	the	years.	Therefore,	it	
could	be	very	interesting	to	measure	differences	between	the	use	of	multiple	types	of	online	
and	offline	channels.	For	example,	a	variance	analysis	can	be	executed	for	different	types	of	
online	contact,	such	as	a	digital	form,	using	e-mail	and	chat	and	for	offline	contact	using	
telephone	and	face-to-face.		
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7. APPENDICES 
7.1. Appendix 1 – The questionnaire (Dutch) 
Inleiding/uitnodigingstekst 
Beste,	
	
Onlangs	heeft	u	een	reparatie	aan	uw	woning	door	[woningcorporatie]	laten	uitvoeren.	Graag	
willen	wij	onze	dienstverlening	verbeteren	en	u	als	klant	beter	helpen!		
	
Hierom	vragen	wij	u	deel	te	nemen	aan	een	onderzoek	over	de	klanttevredenheid	van	de	
diensten	van	[woningcorporatie].	Het	resultaat	geeft	inzicht	in	hoe	[woningcorporatie]	haar	
dienstverlening	aan	u	kan	verbeteren.	Hierbij	onderzoeken	wij	zowel	de	online	dienstverlening	
(via	de	website)	als	de	offline	dienstverlening	(in	contact	met	de	medewerker).	Ook	als	u	van	
één	van	beide	(online	dan	wel	offline)	gebruik	maakt	is	het	onderzoek	van	belang.		
	
In	dit	onderzoek	vragen	wij	om	uw	mening	over	het	melden	van	een	reparatie	en	de	uitvoering	
hiervan	door	[woningcorporatie].	Uw	informatie	blijft	anoniem	en	geven	wij	niet	door	aan	
derden.		
	
Het	invullen	van	de	vragenlijst	duurt	slechts	5	minuten!	
	
Alvast	bedankt!	
 
Introductie vragenlijst deel 1 
Onlangs	heeft	u	een	reparatie	bij	[woningcorporatie]	gemeld.	De	reparatie	is	inmiddels	
uitgevoerd.	Wij	zijn	benieuwd	naar	uw	ervaring.	Denk	bij	het	beantwoorden	van	de	vragen	
terug	aan	de	laatste	keer	dat	u	een	reparatie	heeft	gemeld	en	hoe	de	reparatie	door	
[woningcorporatie]	is	uitgevoerd.	
	
§ Hoe	heeft	u	uw	reparatieverzoek	bij	[woningcorporatie]	gemeld?	
o Online	via	de	website	
o Via	een	medewerker	aan	de	telefoon	
o Aan	de	balie	bij	de	medewerker	
o Via	de	huismeester	of	wijkbeheerder	
o Direct	bij	het	aannemersbedrijf	
o Anders,	namelijk:	……..	
	
De	volgende	vragen	zijn	stellingen.	Deze	stellingen	kunt	u	beantwoorden	met:	
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Helemaal	mee	 Mee	oneens	 Mee	eens/mee	 Mee	eens	 Helemaal	mee	
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oneens	 oneens	 eens	
 
In welke mate bent u het eens met de volgende stellingen?	
1.	 De	mogelijkheden	om	het	reparatieverzoek	bij	[woningcorporatie]	te	melden	
waren	voldoende	
2.	 De	aangeboden	datums	en	tijdstippen	waarop	de	reparatie	kon	worden	uitgevoerd	
waren	voldoende	
3.	 Ik	kon	de	reparatie	plannen	op	een	moment	(datum	en	tijdstip)	dat	mij	uitkomt	
	
	
4.	De	uitvoering	van	de	reparatie	kost	u	als	huurder	geld.	Meestal	zijn	de	kosten	voor	de	
reparatie	inbegrepen	in	de	maandelijkse	huur	die	u	betaalt.	Wanneer	dit	niet	het	geval	is,	
betaalt	u	de	kosten	voor	het	reparatieverzoek	via	een	service-abonnement	of	ontvangt	u	
daar	een	factuur	van	na	afronding	van	het	reparatieverzoek.	Hoe	heeft	u	de	reparatie	
betaald?	
	
a)	via	mijn	huur	(maandelijks)	
b)	via	een	serviceabonnement	
c)	via	een	factuur	na	afronding	
d)	ik	weet	het	niet.		
	
In welke mate bent u het eens met de volgende stellingen?	
5.	 De	reparatie	was	betaalbaar	
6.	 De	kosten	voor	de	reparatie	waren	eerlijk	
7.	 De	tijd	die	ik	nodig	had	om	de	reparatie	bij	[woningcorporatie]	te	melden	was	
prettig		
	
8.	 Ik	kan	een	reparatie	snel	melden	
9.	 Het	kost	weinig	moeite	om	een	reparatie	te	melden	
10.	 Ik	ben	in	staat	om	gemakkelijk	een	diagnose	te	stellen	en	de	reparatie	te	melden	
11.	 Alles	is	overzichtelijk	
	
12.	 Het	melden	van	de	reparatie	is	een	betrouwbare	ervaring	
13.	 Het	melden	van	de	reparatie	is	te	vertrouwen,	er	zijn	geen	onzekerheden	
14.	 Ik	denk	dat	ik	vertrouwen	kan	hebben	in	de	beloften	die	[woningcorporatie]	maakt	
15.	 Ik	denk	dat	de	verstrekte	informatie	door	[woningcorporatie]	oprecht	en	eerlijk	is	
	
16.	 De	reparatie	is	gegaan	zoals	ik	had	gewenst	
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Het	melden	van	de	 reparatie	heeft	u	online	 (via	de	website)	of	offline	 (via	een	medewerker	
aan	de	telefoon,	bij	de	huismeester	of	wijkbeheerder,	aan	de	balie	bij	[woningcorporatie]	of	
direct	bij	het	aannemersbedrijf)	gemeld.	Hoe	tevreden	bent	u	met	deze	ervaring?	
 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
19.	 Zeer	ontevreden	 Ontevreden	 Ontevreden	/	
tevreden	
Tevreden	 Zeer	tevreden	
20.	 Zeer	ongelukkig	 Ongelukkig	 Ongelukkig	/	
gelukkig	
Gelukkig	 Zeer	gelukkig	
21.	 Zeer	
gefrustreerd	
Gefrustreerd	 Gefrustreerd	/	
blij	
Blij	 Zeer	Blij	
 
Introductie vragenlijst deel 2 
Het	eerste	gedeelte	van	de	vragenlijst	ging	specifiek	over	het	melden	van	de	reparatie	en	de	
uitvoering	van	de	reparatie	door	[woningcorporatie].	De	vragen	hieronder	gaan	over	uw	
relatie	met	[woningcorporatie].	Denk	bij	het	beantwoorden	van	de	vragen	aan	hoe	u	de	
relatie	met	[woningcorporatie]	ervaart.		
	
De	vragen	zijn	stellingen.	Deze	stellingen	kunt	u	beantwoorden	met:	
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Helemaal	mee	
oneens	
Mee	oneens	 Mee	eens/mee	
oneens	
Mee	eens	 Helemaal	mee	
eens	
 
17.	 De	reparatie	is	absoluut	betrouwbaar	
18.	 De	reparatie,	het	resultaat,	was	zoals	beloofd	
In welke mate bent u het eens met de volgende stellingen?	
22.	 [woningcorporatie]	maakt	zijn	beloftes	waar	
23.	 [woningcorporatie]	is	betrokken	bij	mijn	behoeften	
24.	 [woningcorporatie]	is	betrouwbaar	
		
25	 Ik	probeer	om	samen	te	werken	met	[woningcorporatie]	
26.	 Ik	doe	dingen	om	het	werk	van	[woningcorporatie]	gemakkelijker	te	maken		
27.	 Ik	bereid	mijn	vragen	voor,	voordat	ik	gebruik	maak	van	de	diensten	van	
[woningcorporatie]	
28.	 Als	ik	een	idee	heb	over	hoe	dienstverlening	verbeterd	kan	worden,	vertel	ik	dat	
aan	iemand	bij	[woningcorporatie]	
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Achtergrondkenmerken 
§ Geslacht	
o Man/vrouw	
§ Leeftijd	
o 18-24	
o 25-44	
o 45-64	
o 65	en	ouder	
§ Opleidingsniveau	
o Basisonderwijs	
o Voortgezet	onderwijs	(MAVO-HAVO-VWO)	
o MBO	-	Middelbaar	beroepsonderwijs	
o Hoger	onderwijs	(HBO	-WO)	
§ Hoe	lang	huurt	u	een	woning	bij	[woningcorporatie]?	
o 0	tot	3	jaar	
o 3	tot	5	jaar	
o 5	tot	7	jaar	
o 7	jaar	of	langer	
 
  
29.	 Ik	geef	tips	aan	[woningcorporatie]	over	hoe	het	product	en	de	dienst	verbeterd	
kunnen	worden	
30.	 Ik	laat	[woningcorporatie]	weten	hoe	zij	beter	kunnen	aansluiten	op	mijn	
behoeften	
	 	
31.	 Ik	zou	een	volgende	keer	weer	een	woning	huren	bij	[woningcorporatie]	
32.	 Ik	voel	me	loyaal	tegenover	[woningcorporatie]	
33.	 Ik	ben	bereid	om	een	stapje	extra	te	zetten	om	klant	te	blijven	van	
[woningcorporatie]	
	 	
34.	 Ik	zeg	positieve	dingen	over	[woningcorporatie]	tegen	andere	mensen	
35.	 Ik	raad	[woningcorporatie]	aan	anderen	aan,	die	om	mijn	advies	vragen	
36.	 Ik	moedig	vrienden	en	familieleden	aan	om	een	woning	te	huren	van	
[woningcorporatie]	
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7.2. Appendix 2 – Loadings and cross-loadings 
 
 
Figure 14. Loadings and cross-loadings 
 
 
  
Care Charge Choice
Co-	
production Confidence Convenience
Customer	
Satisfaction Loyalty Trust
AttLoy_1 0,617 0,515 0,533 0,536 0,705 0,595 0,606 0,836 0,757
AttLoy_2 0,479 0,467 0,500 0,596 0,574 0,483 0,495 0,840 0,654
AttLoy_3 0,446 0,387 0,438 0,606 0,545 0,481 0,482 0,845 0,616
BehLoy_1 0,590 0,499 0,547 0,580 0,726 0,558 0,595 0,906 0,767
BehLoy_2 0,531 0,488 0,468 0,593 0,656 0,510 0,566 0,922 0,719
BehLoy_3 0,456 0,401 0,412 0,575 0,545 0,425 0,523 0,860 0,626
Care_1 0,957 0,632 0,608 0,345 0,788 0,560 0,650 0,564 0,736
Care_2 0,962 0,633 0,615 0,421 0,808 0,606 0,649 0,601 0,753
Care_3 0,959 0,571 0,547 0,387 0,777 0,531 0,587 0,566 0,727
Charge_1 0,548 0,902 0,451 0,334 0,517 0,498 0,500 0,409 0,539
Charge_2 0,571 0,901 0,463 0,330 0,541 0,489 0,495 0,427 0,543
Charge_3 0,541 0,805 0,657 0,418 0,646 0,785 0,668 0,518 0,625
Choice_1 0,537 0,555 0,846 0,361 0,604 0,644 0,640 0,477 0,575
Choice_2 0,575 0,571 0,932 0,397 0,610 0,610 0,589 0,522 0,599
Choice_3 0,475 0,476 0,808 0,348 0,487 0,500 0,447 0,440 0,490
CoProd_1 0,461 0,496 0,481 0,795 0,593 0,614 0,447 0,645 0,599
CoProd_2 0,292 0,320 0,304 0,773 0,401 0,385 0,323 0,539 0,394
CoProd_3 0,309 0,337 0,330 0,760 0,361 0,449 0,307 0,485 0,350
CoProd_4 0,248 0,249 0,278 0,762 0,295 0,326 0,269 0,461 0,336
CoProd_5 0,212 0,198 0,245 0,722 0,224 0,264 0,199 0,416 0,268
CoProd_6 0,190 0,204 0,192 0,720 0,198 0,268 0,178 0,387 0,242
Conf_3 0,815 0,663 0,658 0,464 0,974 0,667 0,756 0,698 0,870
Conf_4 0,790 0,635 0,633 0,495 0,971 0,696 0,721 0,710 0,839
Conv_1 0,498 0,683 0,631 0,444 0,625 0,878 0,608 0,501 0,572
Conv_2 0,511 0,638 0,635 0,494 0,620 0,912 0,662 0,519 0,586
Conv_3 0,467 0,480 0,481 0,429 0,510 0,805 0,469 0,426 0,498
Conv_4 0,583 0,650 0,628 0,513 0,677 0,897 0,649 0,594 0,642
Sat_1 0,639 0,656 0,659 0,395 0,737 0,711 0,945 0,619 0,719
Sat_2 0,610 0,611 0,609 0,386 0,718 0,640 0,969 0,602 0,699
Sat_3 0,633 0,611 0,619 0,375 0,722 0,626 0,952 0,579 0,680
Trust_1 0,759 0,627 0,631 0,473 0,849 0,640 0,705 0,726 0,958
Trust_2 0,707 0,620 0,607 0,472 0,801 0,615 0,671 0,733 0,946
Trust_3 0,727 0,646 0,605 0,515 0,849 0,625 0,706 0,807 0,942
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7.3. Appendix 3 – Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) 
 
 
Figure 15. Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) 
 
 
 
 
  
Heterotrait-
Monotrait	Ratio	
(HTMT)
Sample	Mean	
(M)
Standard	
Deviation	
(STDEV)
T	Statistics	
(|O/STDEV|
) P	Values
Charge	->	Care 0,705 0,704 0,038 18,386 0,000
Choice	->	Care 0,685 0,684 0,048 14,196 0,000
Choice	->	Charge 0,713 0,713 0,050 14,163 0,000
Co-production	->	Care 0,416 0,415 0,054 7,714 0,000
Co-production	->	Charge 0,455 0,456 0,055 8,198 0,000
Co-production	->	Choice 0,476 0,479 0,059 8,105 0,000
Confidence	->	Care 0,868 0,867 0,025 35,307 0,000
Confidence	->	Charge 0,730 0,730 0,037 19,990 0,000
Confidence	->	Choice 0,741 0,741 0,048 15,542 0,000
Confidence	->	Co-production 0,507 0,507 0,052 9,802 0,000
Convenience	->	Care 0,635 0,634 0,049 12,979 0,000
Convenience	->	Charge 0,772 0,772 0,033 23,280 0,000
Convenience	->	Choice 0,778 0,778 0,052 14,884 0,000
Convenience	->	Co-production 0,577 0,578 0,051 11,238 0,000
Convenience	->	Confidence 0,756 0,757 0,043 17,400 0,000
Customer	Satisfaction	->	Care 0,686 0,686 0,047 14,490 0,000
Customer	Satisfaction	->	Charge 0,709 0,710 0,037 19,282 0,000
Customer	Satisfaction	->	Choice 0,726 0,728 0,050 14,592 0,000
Customer	Satisfaction	->	Co-production 0,419 0,421 0,056 7,473 0,000
Customer	Satisfaction	->	Confidence 0,801 0,802 0,033 24,068 0,000
Customer	Satisfaction	->	Convenience 0,738 0,739 0,046 15,943 0,000
Loyalty	->	Care 0,633 0,632 0,043 14,627 0,000
Loyalty	->	Charge 0,581 0,582 0,049 11,972 0,000
Loyalty	->	Choice 0,628 0,629 0,058 10,744 0,000
Loyalty	->	Co-production 0,722 0,723 0,043 16,659 0,000
Loyalty	->	Confidence 0,767 0,767 0,035 21,803 0,000
Loyalty	->	Convenience 0,635 0,636 0,053 12,026 0,000
Loyalty	->	Customer	Satisfaction 0,664 0,664 0,038 17,421 0,000
Trust	->	Care 0,810 0,809 0,028 28,489 0,000
Trust	->	Charge 0,731 0,731 0,035 21,129 0,000
Trust	->	Choice 0,725 0,726 0,047 15,277 0,000
Trust	->	Co-production 0,534 0,534 0,052 10,180 0,000
Trust	->	Confidence 0,930 0,930 0,019 48,432 0,000
Trust	->	Convenience 0,714 0,714 0,041 17,573 0,000
Trust	->	Customer	Satisfaction 0,771 0,771 0,033 23,242 0,000
Trust	->	Loyalty 0,844 0,844 0,023 37,332 0,000
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7.4. Appendix 4 – Individual Path Coefficients OFFLINE group (including P values) 
 
  
 
Figure 16. Multi-group analysis tested including individual path coefficients (inner model) and P values for the 
path coefficients for the offline group (N=249) 
	
 
7.5. Appendix 5 – Individual Path Coefficients ONLINE group (including P values) 
 
 
Figure 17. Multi-group analysis tested including individual path coefficients (inner model) and P values for the 
path coefficients for the online group (N=91) 
 
 
Customer	
Satisfaction
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